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Purposes of Report 
Thus report preent finding: from rmeanh 


on uinategin for implementing greemindy spurt: 


|) -ommpares greemudy implementation i" 
seven North American metropolitan region: 


The purpose of thu vewarch « to provede 
information to aunt the Southean Michigan 
Crreemway projet in developing properal: for 
coordinating the smplementation of an imict 
connected greenway rytcm in the seven county 
Detrou metropolian region lhe finding: 
thould aloo be useful as other citie work to 
implement greenway plans Thi reearch fill 
4 gap about the proces for implementing 
greemway ryticm 


Summary 


Selection of Study Sites 

A set of criteria was developed for selecting North 
Amencan greenway etudy oter Theer include among 
other. mult juredicnonal scope. multiple proyec: 
objyectrves. complexity of commdor networks We chow 
tt Metropolitan regrom: and one etate 


@ CHATTANOOGA. TENNEREES 
© CHICAGO, ILLUInotl 

@ INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 

@ MINNEAPOLIS. MINNESOTA 
© PORTLAND, O8F00N 
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@ STATE OF MARYLAND 


Research Methods 


Using written maternal on the greenway networks. 
we compared bas characterwnc: such as wae. bound 
anes. proyect histones. and primary natural features 
We also compared the orginal abyectrves. which included 
recreation. conservation. neighborhood enhancemen:. 
protection of natural features. environmental education. 
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prrente + toners 


We then conducted in depth telephone ctor ccm: 
with key wvbormante at each ote We cele ted people & 
interview by wang love! planning din wrnente aed reter 
toh trom people binwledgeatele alent greene aye 
natronally bor each ete we interviewed a: leaet cone 
person trom « local publa agency and one from « pr 
vate group National Park Service (NES) pereonnel 
involved in partnuler provi were alee inter vermed 
We be we legend a ort af question: to gether invbormetin 
on the following unplhementation facter: 

© PROSE T COMCEPTION Ant LEADER Orr 

© PROC T PARTIC IPaNTe 

© CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

© INSTITUTIONAL STOEL TUBES Poe 
IMPLEMENTAT ICI 

& Fi ntine 

© POLICY AND LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT 

© COOWNEROMIT AND ManactwEtnt 

© CONFLICTS AND BARRIERS TH) COE Ww War 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Following data collection three goal: were used on 
analyring the data fire to describe and understand 
cach case a an individual greenway project. second 
to do a crow-case content analyen. and therd to extract 
the rect terpecert ant theme: and patterre that can 
inform future implementation eflort: 


Findings 


Project Conception and Leadership 

The seven case etudy areas have widely differing 
point: of ongin. from gramroot organization: to state 
government Two proyect: are noteworthy for then 
gramroot imitation ( hattanoogs and Indianapoln 
At the other end of the scale «, of course, the otate 
initiated program in Maryland Between thee erereme 
greenway systems have been started by cxmt og regronal 
agencies in Portland Toronto and ( hago Sernelarh 
the greenways system in Minncapole hae becn instiated 
at the munnipal and county level through indrdua! 
projects Strong leadervhap «2 critncally emportant factor 
the vison and commitment of one powerful indradual 
nm sometime: the key to greenway projpect succew 
Elsewhere. (euch as in Maryland and Minneapole 


a strong sense of public priority. over many decades 0 
a more notable factor than the leadership of one indradual 


Proper: Pertieiponte 


Thee cenalitente ated partiverehaee thet ate hertned ave 
pred ragee the etrongeet aenete thet predate corngletecn cof 
greene, cottons Somme parte apente are active cont 
in cettony phases of the propect while others are orate 
throughout « proyects evaluation The NPS River 
Trae ond ( onserveteon Acwtene (HTC A! program 
wae cnwolved on three of the proyecte we ctuded Sate 
grrrerninen’ agem ree off olercet alway: invhved in 
greener propeet development Hegronel gevernene nt: 
are typrcalh invohed where they eat at all 

In treet care the local want of government i the 
reer influential level in the planning and unplemenrs 
ton of greenmay evereme In the omaller metropolitan 
areas, the city oF cownty @ the level at which thee pro 
pects become reality In others the regional greenwa 
eyetem may ercompan doen: of local jparreda trom 
cach umplementing emall but critical portion: of the 
plan “son profit groupe are involved un all ceven etuds 
sites and are critical partners in many cases The partic: 
patron of the academy community « alo apparent in 


out let of greenway cmplementen Prvate consultant: 
brome epeciic otrergthe to the process ae well 


Crtesen lnwolvement 
bach of the seven cote we etudied hae some bevel of 


crten unvolvement: However the extent of publi par 
toupation vane: dramatically In some cau no formal 


proces: for publ particapation exrete at the regional 
level A looe gramroot: support network weeme: to ext 


but acteve at the level of indridual proyects. cote and 


count without much particapation around the ides 
of a regronal eyetem Greenway project: cover large gro 
graphecal area where publ parncipanion « perhagpe 
better accomplubed at a more local proyect -by proyect 
scale Sometime the decentralization of the publi par 
houpation proces has been mentunonalied on a direct 
war by nving funding to public involvement Public 
involvement and education wa particularly critical on 
the wltemate approval of the bond measure that funds 
open ypacet acquiution in Portland Both Chartanoogs 
and Indianapoln benefited from the collaboration 

of the NPS Rover. Trash. and Conservation Asentance 
Program and im publi particypaion proceme: In 

( hattanooga an exteneve parncipanon proces 
reduced conflict in the implementation phaser and in 


Indranapoln public involvement war accomplihed with 


citerem: mapping the greenway amenitim they envinoned 


lnetitutiomel Mrwetures 


Veallewmong the bovevatvon cf vieteal cronenne annd coon 
A ee i ee 
to wok an organising method on yetitith ow 
atrrangernent boo venpehernertatinty TU hye oe tect dios aon: 
thee ottuctutee bot the ewer cane otedewe Ac on the 
wither parameter: of ut ctudy there a wede variety 
i the way partcapant: are ongenied bor actron fore 
thee cotvee with bauly ample (or fe) othwcturee bow 
unplementation are addrmerd | hattancnge 
lidranageelee and Minneapolis bellemeng thar the 
freeones connpiles eotasatocere ony f hnage Marvlend Ietlend 
and Toronto ate outlined The ceMttaprvedtocen caf the 
Breer way cornered: ot beoarde ate corthined ae well ae 
a hurnber of inetitutvonal madele ae chown on Fapure A 


Funding 
There are a rusrnbeer of trvcdele tor funding greene a 
proyects At the came time there are some conentent 
source: that are weed throughout the country cach a 
the Intermodal Surface Tramportation EMcwncy Act 
(IST RA) tumde weed on all the cases we crudied The 
section gore through funding sources and ademmenietts 
ton approaches city by city and then cummarive: the 
main funding mower Attitude: towards funding differ 
actow cases, as dor: availability of funding It 0 clea 
that yuet becauer a tegeon hae more funding avaiable 
dor not necemarthy eneure that evetem: euccestul coor 
dination Likewne a lack of money dor not necessarily 
mean that a greenway evetern 0 not teandle The reecarch 
thows thet diverse funding source: are preferable 
and that ISTEA « not the only anewer to greenway 


implement ation 


Policy and Legislative Environment 

A mumber of politcal and regulatory factors are 
important for the completion of greenway network: 
First, the adoption of the greenway plan ivelf « an 


important etep In some cases the plan » adopted into 
legal frameworks and in other cases it serves a a regronal 


guideline ot framework Other legal factor: can help ov 
hinder the implementation of a greenway wvetem 

OF the cases we studied. Portland: example » probabh 
most comprehensve. in terms of a greenway imutiative 
being strongly ted to other plans for growth manage 
ment and land-use planning The Regron 2040 growth 
concept. looking 50 years into the furure. i the gusding 
document Although i 1 not a regulatory document 

n serves as an important framework The 2040 growth 
concept. coordinated by the Portland metropolitan 


regronal government. Metros deugned to deal with 
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Figure A. institutional Models for Implementation and Acquisition 
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Disadvantages 


1 Mrang contalived agency directly infiverces indianapolis 
Projects wither sengle (or few) juriadictians Chattanooga 
ipart |) 


ui 


Unified 


@ Direct contro! 
@ [fective for amalie: 


juriedictions within a 
large: network 

Strong leadership can 
be effective and visible 
(ood possibilities for 
Citizen involvement in 
the broad vison 


Strong central leadership 
Can coordinate multiple 
agency efforts 

Strange: funding base trom 
wider geagaphi area 
Coordination of wort across 
various gaagiaphw areas 


Broade: perspective and vison 


Allows More pragretanve 
juriadictions to proceed 
without (or ahead of 
slower more reluctant 
purrtdic trons 


Encourages Courdinaton 
amang pur iadiction: 
increated power a! the 
toca! love: 


Leadertiup can develop 
wn toca! puriadhctions 
Regional o: ctate funding 
can be prioritized across 
entire propect 


Grassroots efforts are done 


at a manageable scale ove 
a long penad of time 


@ Ample room tor private 


groups to put forth inthatrves 


@ Strong loca! contro! 


Potential difficulty in connecting 
to bordering jurisdictions or 
systems or for broader plans 


May not leverage diverse source: 
of funding 


Plan May not be a priority 
within each local jurisdiction 


Potentially less grassroots 
support and publi 
participation 


Laordination may be aptina 
between pur adic tron: 


Implementation may he tiowe 
with shared responetrlity acros: 


many agenciet 


No regional leadership fo: 
coordination 


Shared regional vision is lacking 


@ Lack of commitment by reqrona! 


government is a barnes 


Less ability to take advantage 


of funding possibilities in a 
holistic way for the network 


the integration of land use, transportation, water, and 
openspaces, Metros Greenspaces Master Plan is tied 
very closely to this long-term plan and complements 
regional land-use and transportation planning 


Ownership and Management 


In the cases we studied, following the implementa: 
tion of greenway systems, many of the properties are 
owned and managed at the local level through parks 
departments and other city and county government 
agencies. The maintenance of some corridors has been 
adopted by various groups, including Boy Scout troops 
and church groups. Chicago's greenway system has an 
infrastructure in place for ownership and management 
of greenways through its unique system of 150 Park 
Districts and six Forest Preserves 


A mixture of ownership and management is found in 
several places, for instance in Chattanooga, Maryland, 
Portland and Toronto. In these cases, the eventual man- 
agement of these lands seems to be more complicated 
and somewhat uncertain, Some creative cooperative 
agreements will be needed in these cases. For instance, 
in Maryland's greenway program, most of the greenways 
involve a variety of owners and combination of public 
access areas, private parce nd areas of restricted 
access. Many of the counties do not have the resources 
to monitor all of the properties acquired through the 
greenways program The Waterfront Regeneration Trust 
in Toronto has created some unique scenarios that link 
ownership and management for multiple benefits. 
Sometimes agreements are made with private industries 
for a waterfront trail easement, whereby a municipality 
maintains the trail, but industry provides the land. 


Conflicts and Barriers to Greenway 
Implementation 

A minor amount of opposition to the greenway 
initiatives was reported by all of the interviewees. 
Several respondents, for instance from Portland and 
Chattanooga, attributed a phenomenal acceptance of 
the greenway concept to very early public involvement 
and education. Similarly, in Indianapolis, there was 
a good deal of community buy-in and acceptance. 
Common trends were seen across all cases: some level of 
opposition was found prior to greenway implementation 
and after the greenways were in place and people saw 
the positive results and benefits, there was greater 
acceptance for future projects. In some cases opposing 
factions are not necessarily against the idea of a green- 
about taking land off of the tax rolls. Beyond that, in 


all seven cases conflicts arose when property rights were 
perceived to be threatened. In addition, respondents i 
Toronto and Maryland pointed out the conflicung 
objectives and values of recreation and nature preserva 
tion, leading to conflicting project goals 


Synthesis 
Key Ingredients: What does it take! 
1, Commitment and Leadership 


According to our interviewees, the biggest factor in 
greenway success seems to be commitment, not money 
The people we spoke with talked at length about com 
mitments affiliated with their respective projects — by 
public agencies, frends groups, and influential individ 
uals, Grassroots support is the hallmark of the greenways 
movement, However, citizens commitment is not 
enough. Physical implementation is a hybrid of grass 
roots and ‘higher’ support. Elected officials must join 
in to deliver the physical reality of a greeaway system 
Beyond that, the determination and motivation of a 
leader is critical, local organizers need to bring in key 
political leaders and continue to demonstrate the lead 
ership throughout the life of the project. This leadership 
can then provide the structure for people to quickly 
and creatively make the greenway vision become reality 
Out of that commitment by various individuals and 
groups, another important ingredient emerges — a plan 
of action agreed upon by these various parties 


2 Education and Public Participation 


Education of and involvement by the public seem to 
be two of the most successful tools for greenway imple. 
mentation. They generate public commitment and help 
minimize reactionary opposition. Several of the cities 
we studied relied heavily on education as a means of 
getting projects accepted and funded In Portland. by 
educating the public about the benefits of protecting 
resources, the region was able to rally support for public 
funding. And in Chattanooga, educating and involving 
the people about the public process ultimately resulted 
in successful greenway implementation, among other 
benefits. It is important to recognize that these projects 
take a long time to complete. Therefore. patience 
becomes another asset. 
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Chall 
| Cooperation 

Regardless of the institutional structure or the size of 
the greenway vision, lack of coordination among agen 
cies and organizations seems to be the biggest imped: 
meni to effective and timely implementation. In many 
cases, just getting different department: and peronnel 
within the same city of county to work together is an 
enormous challenge An anecdote that one respondent 
used helps illustrate thu phenomenon Plans were being 
presented by two different departments at a city hearing 
on the same day, neither aware of the other One plan 
was for storm water retention and the other for a green 
way and both dealt with the same geographic area 
These groups obviously had mutually beneficial concerns. 


yet were not communicating in a unified way 


< Regional Governance Simultancow With Local 
Seale Work 


In many places, the lack of a regional governance 
structure seems to be an enormous barrier A regional 


greenway network needs, by definition, a real commut 


ment to regional planning and, in many cases, to 


growth management. Where these priorities do not 
exist. greenway networks are more difficult 


Furthermore, low public understanding of ecological 
values and development issues exacerbates the challenge 
This where the educational objective becomes critical. 
as promoted above In addition, the large size of metro- 
politan greenway systems is a challenge in terms of 
general public has trouble visualizing an abstract land. 
use or geographic idea at a metropolitan scale Breaking 
projects down into manageable and ‘imaginable preces 
helps. Defining specific corridors ot local resources can 
help people get invested in a bigger vision. Several of 
the seven cities have done just that: Portland identified 
14 target natural areas and 6 «rails and greenways pro- 
jerts in order to provide citizens an opportunity to see 
potential investments, Indianapolis broke its netwe rk 
into 14 specific corndors; Chattanooga's program is 
organized around 7 corndors, and Toronto divided the 
waterfront into 14 landscape units Subsequently. iden- 
tifying greenway priorities at the small-scale, local level 
is a logical follow-up. For instance, some planners have 
found that helping local junsdictions develop ‘teeder’ 
trails is the key to getting them interested in regional 
trail systems. Officials’ first concern is providing better 
local non-motorized tran:portation for their own citi- 
zens. They often need to see those local possibilities 


1 Pimancing 


hunding © always a challenge. although not necessarily 
the primary one Our research shows that diverse lund 
ing sources are preferable and that money follows good 
ideas. In its query of officials in charge of successtul 
conservation programs, the Trust for Public Land com 
piled the following advice on funding (Green Sense 
Autum '°S) and each point is relevant here 
@ POSITION HE PROGRAM AS BIPARTISAN AND 


NON PARTISAN "TRANSCEND PARTY AFFILIATIONS 
(A STRATEGY USED SUCCESSFULLY IN PORTLAND 


@ RESPOND TO LEGITIMATE CONCERNS 
(1N MARYLAND, THE BOARD OF BEALTORS CEO 
SUCCESSFULLY ARGUED FOR AN EXEMPTION FOR 
FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYERS FROM THE STATE 6 BEAL 
BSTATE TRANSFER TAK, THE LUCRATIVE FUNDING 
SOURCE FOR PROGRAM OPENEPACE | 


@ BE ACCOUNTABLE, SHOW SOLID FACTS ABOUT 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND SaY HOW YOU WILi 
SPEND THE MONEY, THEN REPORT HOW Yo! 
SPENT TT. (ANOTHER CRITICAL FACTOR IN 
PORTLAND § SUCCESS STORY) 


@ CHOOTE PROTECTS THAT LEVERAGE PUBLIC FUNDS 
DEMONSTRATED USE OF PUBLIC DOLLARS AS SEED 
MONEY TO GROW PARTNERSHIPS 18 APPEALING IN 
TODAY § CLIMATE OF CAREFUL SPENDING 


© INVOLVE WILLING SELLERS. PRIVATE LAND CON 
SERVATION GROUPS PLAY CRITICAL INTERMEDIARY 
ROLES IN WORKING OUT WIN-WIN ARRANGEMENTS 


® NURTURE STRONG COALITIONS. FIND AND KEEP 
PRIENDS 


Strategic Trends 
1 Public-private Partnerships 


Everywhere one looks in the arena of civic lite. the 
idea of public-private partnerships for problem-solving 
is promoted and practiced Greenways are no different 
and, in fact, thrive on a mix of involvement by both 
public agencies and private partners. Especially as the 
positive economic impacts of open space protection and 
development become clear. the private world 1 inclined 
to cooperate and participate in greenway developments 
A consistent theme among the professionals interviewed 
for this report was that the future of the greenway 
movement is in working more closely with the develop: 
ment industry, with the corporate world. and with the 
private philanthropic community. In some cases. a lack 
of coordination with the building and development 
world has disadvantaged greenway efforts 
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Multiple Objectives 


The future of the greetiway Mmeaverent depre tras it 
wrin, OF an Fapaneion ol chy pes tives and MOB ation 
with other eacsal and ecologn al weues. More and mor 
the multiple benefite of greenways are being promoted 
and advertieed. At the came time, much of the fuel 
behind greenway efforts has hiutorically come trom the 
parks and recreation helds. Thu changing in the 
Lares we studied 4 prominent theme was inNtegs ation 
exhibited in two main ways socially and ecologically 
Piret, some of the moet exciting greenway etorte have 
a woctally rerponsive purpose In fact, they are being 
implemented because of the positive eftects on dinad 
vantaged populations through neighborhood revitalita 
thon employ ment Opportunities edu ational programme 
and involvement of urban youth In the opinion of 
one respondent the key factor to the success of 
Chattanooga’ project was the focus on social and cul 
tural revitalization an area of high community inter 


eet Through this efor citirens learned of empower! 


ment in cevec life 


Secondly. the multiple objectives of land-use planning 
and growth management are increasingly important 
simul: for greenway development Part of the challenge 
in the regard i the perennial issue of defining greenways 
Much of the restoration work hoth in and outude 


urban areas. 1s broader than greenways themselves 


According i one Of Our apronnvade Ate. th paren Nial 
parks and recreation focus of the gieenway Movement 

ie part of the problery hie cries to achieve more thas 
one feeult pet greehway preyect, vo that when precngyle 

ash about greenways they will automatically assume that 
het paeuees have heen dealt with w the precees. cin Nh a 


habitat protection and water quality 


Having these other objectives front and center in 
the greenway planning process is vitally important 
Portland demonstrated thie by tying thei open spac 
program to the ieue of growth management and th 
protection of natural habitats Ana in ft ronto. natural 
features and broregions have motivated the greenwa) 
vision The linkage of greenway planning to other 
watemhed f lanning meues ve be oming more wide 
spread. although rarely implemented along thove lines 
duc to purvedictional boundaries One respondent in 
Chicago stated that a watershed approach has been 
implicit in ther process boast not sO Mik h at the plan 
inception. In the last three or four years, their aware 
nes of urban watersheds has been elevated (via storm 


Executive 
water management plans) burt this awarrnrn wi not vet 


Summary 


tied to emaller scale greenway plans He called thu the 


new frontier for urban greenway planning Natural 
feature protection and restoration will, like the restora 
tron of neighborhoods and jobs. be central to successful 


implementation strategies for urban greenways © 
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| Introduction 


A comparuon of greenway implementation 
strategie: was conducted to help inform the 
implementation process in the Southeast 
Michigan Greenways project. This research 
was carried out by faculty and graduate 
students in the Landscape Architecture 
Program at the University of Michigan, in 
collaboration with partners in the Southeast 
Michigan Greenways projet. The case study 
sites include the following metropolitan 
regions, Chattanooga, Chicago, Indianapolis. 
Toronto, Portland (Oregon), Minneapolis, 
and the state of Maryland 


The goal of the Southeast Michigan project 


is to provide a process for the citizens and offi- 


cials of the region to create an interconnected 
greenway system in the seven county area 
Built upon public involvement, this process 1s 
developing an information base and imple- 
mentation framework that will make the 


greenway system possible. This greenway net- 


work will provide multiple benefits including, 


but not limited to conservation, recreation, 
transportation and sensitive regional revital- 
szation. Mayor collaborators on the project 


include the Rails-to- Trails Conservancy of 
Michigan (RTC), the National Park Service 
Rivers, Trails and Conservation Auutance 
Program, Michigan Department of 
ransportation, Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources, Community Foundation 
of Southeast Michigan and county park and 
planning organizations 


The purpose of this work w to review a 
number of case studies at the national level to 
determine those factors that contribute to the 
successful implementction and management 
of greenways systems. We sought to examine a 
number of North American examples, to learn 
from them, and then apply that knowledge here 
at home. Following this case study analysis. 
the Southeast Michigan Greenways team will 
assess the current environment in Southeast 
Michigan to learn what elements of successful 
greenway implementation already exist in our 
region. What elements of successful greenway 
system coordination does the region and/or 
state already have that can apply to Southeast 
Michigan — what legislation, land protection 
tools, public and private organizations, and 
funding opportunities? What is the region 
and/or state lacking that we should consider 
or develop? This report will hopefully be use- 
ful for addressing these issues 


Literature Review 


Creenways are receiving wide attention in both the 
popular press and scholarly literature Six years ago it 
was cotimated that over 500 greenway projects are 
either complete oF in progress in cities acrows America 
(Grove, 1990). It # beyond the scope of this report to 
document all of che literature chat addresses these ape 
cific greenway projects, or the issues they encounter 
However, it 1s useful to highlight the main factors that 
have been addressed, especially those dealing with 
implementation A number of books provide valuable 
information on greenway dengn and planning (Little. 
1990; Flink and Searns, 1995), particularly for munici 
pal initiatives and citizens mobilization. Some reference 
work centers on a review of recent projects (Didato, 
1990), rail-co-trail conversions (National Park Service, 
1992; Ryan, 1993) and on the promotion of trails of 
all kinds nation-wide (American Hiking Society, 1990, 
Vento, 1991). The National Park Service has con: 
tributed significantly (see NPS, 1983, among many 
other documents) 


In addition, researchers have devoted a good deal of 
effort to studying specific aspects of greenway develop- 
ment (Cook and Van Lier, 1994). For instance, a recent 
special issue of Landscape and Urban Planning (October 
1995) was devoted entirely to greenways, with articles 
on the greenway movement and its origins, and on the 
planning, perceptions, analysis, and implementation of 
greenway systems. Other areas that have received partic 
ular attention are the economic impaces of greenways 
and trails (National Park Service, 1991), ecological 
issues associated with greenway systems (Smith and 
Hellmund, 1993; Ahern, 1991; Labaree, 1992), conflict 
resolution in trail developmenr (Moore et al., 1992), 
and the role of greenways in urban regeneration (Trust 
for Public Land, 1994) 


However, little research has focused closely on the 
greenway implementation process, partly because many 
uf the regional greenway systems have only been 
planned over the last decade and systematic implemen- 
tation has only begun in many areas. Much has, of 
course, been written on the implementation of other 
public spaces and facilities; an entire body of literature 
focuses on ‘how things get done’ in public administra- 
tion (Lindblom, 1959; De Young and Kaplan, 1988; 
Sanger and Levin, 1992). In addition, the funding 
options for greenway development are fairly clear. 
Ahern (1994), in an article on greenways as ecological 
networks in rural regions, defines a set of implementa- 
tion tools and techniques. These include acquisition, 


regulation and voluntary options Stull, the other detarh 
of implementation institutional structures, citizen 


involvement, leadership roles, et: are less cleat 


The section on implementation in the Landiape 
and Urban Planning reterenced above includes two 
notable articles, both ashing in different ways — how 
do greenways get done’ First, Hoover and Shannon 
(1995) identify and describe the opportunities tor col 
laboration and the implications for those opportunities 
using the Tug Hill region of New York as a case stud) 
area. Likewise, for the metropolitan Vancouver region 
Quayle (1995) reports on the decision making proces 
for implementation of a greenway system in Vancouver. 
British Columbia. These ewo papers have perhaps the 
closest relevance to our work and are used to demon 
strate some critical points in the Discussion section of 
this report 


A quote from Quayle’s work sets the stage for the 
research presented in this report: “We frequently per 
ceive crises of governance where nothing seems to get 
done. I ven after public policy is developed, ‘implemen 
tation by definition does not actually get things done. 
but merely lays the groundwork In looking at public 
policy implementation, relevant considerations include 
the organization of the players and the approach to 
decision making” (1995, p.464) 
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Research 


3 Research Methods 


Case Study Selection Criteria 
With a vast number of contemporary green- 
way projects to choose from, we developed a 
set of selection criteria to choose sites on which 
to focus our research. While we recognized that 
the -hosen greenway systems might not satisfy 
all of these factors, this exercise provided a 
process for using con stent standards, The 
criteria are shown below, in no particular 


onder of importance: 


teh dalelek 


@ NETWORK OR SYSTEM. THE GREENWAYS MUST 
HAVE INCORPORATED A WEB OF LINEAR OPEN 
SPACES. THIS WOULD OMIT THE INCLUSION oF 
A REGION WITH ONE LONG GREENWAY, POR 
INSTANCE ALONG A MAJOR RIVER, WITH NO 
CONNECTIONS TO UPLAND REGIONS. 


@ REGIONAL SCALE AND MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL 
SCOPE. THE SYSTEMS MUST HAVE ENCOMPASSED 
MULTIPLE POLITICAL JURISDICTIONS (POR 
INSTANCE, COUNTIES), RATHER THAN EXISTING 
WHOLLY WITHIN ONE TOWN OR COUNTY. 


@ MULTIPLE FUNCTIONS AND OBJECTIVES. THE 
SYSTEMS MUST HAVE BEEN PLANNED POR MULTI- 
PLE PURPOSES. FOR INSTANCE, WE SOUGHT TO 
EXAMINE GREENWAY NETWORKS THAT Focus 
SIMULTANEOUSLY ON TRANSPORTATION, CONSER- 
VATION, AND/OR RECREATION. 


@ DOMESTIC CASES. THE FOCUS WAS ON Cases In 
THE UNITED STATES, ALTHOUGH CANADIAN EXAM- 
PLES WERE CONSIDERED, WHERE SIMILAR LEGAL. 
ECONOMIC, AND CULTURAL PARAMETERS Exist. 


@ AVAILABILITY OF DATA. WE FOCUSED ON Cases 
WHERE DATA COULD BE OBTAINED RELATIVELY 
EASILY WITHOUT ON-SITE VISITS, AT LEAST FoR 
THIS PHASE OF THE PROJECT. 


@ IMPLEMENTATION. SELECTED CASE STUDY REGIONS 
MUST HAVE BEGUN THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE, 
AT LEAST IN PART, AND HAVE PASSED BEYOND 
THE PLANNING STAGE SINCE IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES ARE THE FOCUS OF THIS RESEARCH. 


@ SIMILARITY TO DETROIT METROPOLITAN 
REGION. TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE, WE SOUGHT 
CASE STUDY EXAMPLES THAT COULD PROVIDE 
INSIGHTS TO GREENWAY IMPLEMENTATION IN 
SOUTHEASTERN MICHIGAN. FOR INSTANCE, Cases 
MUST INCORPORATE A METROPOLITAN AREA. 
BEYOND THAT, A PREFERENCE WAS PLACED ON 
COASTAL OPTIONS, SIMILAR DEVELOPMENT 
PATTERNS, AND SIMILAR SIZE. 


By applying the criteria shown above to exiting 
greenway sites, a frst cut was made to narrow the 
focus to 12 greenway systems. A coarse level of analysis 
was done for these 12, (especially the quantitative 
factors) and subsequently we chose 7 to study at a more 
detailed level. Please see Appendix A tor the lit of cities 
originally considered in our selection process 
The seven selected sites are 


@ CHATTANOOGA, TENNESSE 
@ CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 

@ INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 

@ STATE OF MARYLAND 

@ MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 

@ PORTLAND, OREGON 

@ TORONTO, ONTARIO, CANADA 


Document collection for each of the potential sites 
began in the early stages of the project (for a couple 
dozen sites) and continued through selection of the 
seven sites. The material collected included promotional 
pieces, maps, planning documents, fact sheets, video 
tapes and other pertinent information. By reviewing 
this material we were better able to understand the 
specifics of each region. These sources are listed in 
Appendix C. This documentation was the first source 
for gathering pertinent data. Studying the documents 
prior to conducting interviews allowed us to formulate 
additional questions which could only be answered by 
talking with knowledgeable people at the seven sites 


Key Informant interviews 

The most substantive part of our comparative data 
came from interviews with key informants at each site 
The interviews yielded significant, and often more spe- 
cific, implementation data than the existing literature 
In selecting people to interview we relied on referrals 
from people knowledgeable about greenways work on a 
national level. In addition, we gleaned names from the 
planning documents for each of the seven sites. The goal, 
within each of the seven cases, was to interview at least 
one person from a local public agency, as well as one from 
a private group, such as a not-for-profit collaborator. In 
addition, several National Park Service cooperators were 
included, as appropriate for particular projects. 

An initial phone call was placed to each potential 
interviewee requesting an interview and arranging for a 
future telephone conversation. (See Appendix B for a 
complete listing of all interviewees). After the initial 


call, a lecver describing the research project and an inter 
view guide (Table |) were mailed to the interviewee 
This helped the participants become familiar with our 
objectives and the types of questions we would be asking 
We stressed that they would not be asked to answer all 
of the questions shown, The interviews, which typically 
lasted 30-60 minutes, followed a conversational style 
using the list of questions as a loose guide, This allowed 
the flow of conversation to direct the sequence of ques 
tions. Sometimes one or more questions would be 
addressed within one long response, thus redirecting 
and shaping subsequent questions, Notes were taken 
by both authors during the interviews (made possible 
through the use «© . speaker phone for the interviews) 
Often at the conclusion of the interview additional 
literature was requested, as were the names of other 
potential interviewees. 


Analysis 


Three goals were used in the analysis of our data: 
first, to describe and understand each case as an indi- 
vidual greenway project, as reflected in the “Orientatior 
to Seven Case Studies” section; second, to do a cross-case 
content analysis, found in the “Findings” section; and 
third, to pull out the most important themes and 
patterns, found in the “Discussion” section. 


Table 1. interview Guide 


| Project “eaception and Leadership 
@ Who initiated the regional greenways idea! 
@ '*/was there an identifiable leade: ship group oF person In the beginning’ 
2 Project Participants 
@ Who got involved after the vision was presented! 
@ Have coalitions and partnerships been formed? 
@ |s Were public agency involvement and activities’ (i @ state. county, municipal)’ 
@ |s there national/local involvement of NGOs, non-profit groups’ 
@ Arve there partnerships or cooperative agreements? 
3 Citizen lnvolvemen: 
@ What type and what level of public participation is involved? 


4 institutional Structures 
@ | there regional Coordination and if 50, what institutional structures facilitates 11” 


@ What type and how much power, if any, does the overall umbrella organization have? 


@ What are the levels of organuation’ 
@ \c there a prioritization being used in implementation (i @ local vs regional)’ 
5. Policy/Legisieture 
@ What is the legislative and policy environment for the greenway planning and 
implementation’ Authorizing legislation, etc ? 
S Funding 
@ Where da/did funds come from? (federal, state, regional, county. local. private) 
@ |s there en established and ongoing funding mechanism in place? Describe 


) Con@icte/Barriers 
@ What was the political and econormc climate as the project was being planned? 
@ Were there specific conflict resolution strategies used? 
@ What have been the derriers (i.e who blocked the project, was it trial and error)’ 


8 Owne: ship and Management 
@ What agency owns greenways? 
@ What agency manages the greenways now? 
@ What is the management agency's objectives. responsibilities. tools? 
9 Evolstion/Timeline 
@ Is the plan being carried out? 
@ How much of the plan is completed and are there ongoing projects’ 
@ What is the evolution/timeline of the greenway (stages of development)’ 
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The seven greenway ster are briefly 
dexcvibed here to orvent the reader to the basi 
history and evolution of cach Owr research 


emphasiees thai although an etablubed 
greenway system vs being implemented in 
each area, each one has unique characterises, 
participants and features bigure | thous the 
location of the seven cases 
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thereby to encourage them to be better stewards of the 


Chattanooga, Tennessee wand, Betere 1962, men of the paputasion did ner 
know that the river was even there and saw the river 


ene ty me ae at area as only a place for manufacturing and highway 
greenway system along the Southeast Tennessee transportation The sting .. the Tennessee Aquarium 
Valley. Efforts toward « regional system began in 1981 


through the initiative of an | " on the river was part of the minsion to increase aware 


that sought to revitalize the city. One of Chattanooga’ Ram Gee ne ee Coa 

most notable successes within the area is its RiverPark, The RiverPark is now the spine of the larger 75 mile 
a planned 20 mile greenway along the Tennessee River long greenway for the Chattanooga metropolitan area 
Although the RiverPark not fully implemented. it This system consuts of five separate greenway cordon 
will eventually incorporate 10 miles of riverfront on that link to the Tennessee RiverPark and individual 


cach side of the river. This project has been hailed asa» BFOUPS which take responsibility for each segment The 
successful redevelopment effort for the city. connecting Trust for Public Land has worked actively as a coord: 


new housing, parks. and businesses to anchor down nator. The National Park Service Rivers. Trail, and 
town revitalization An important objective for the Conservation Assistance Program. in cooperation with a 
RiverPark 1s to get the public down to the river and number of other agencies, completed the larger regronal 


plan, ‘Greenways for the Southeast Tennessee River 
Valley,’ in 1995. The plan focuses on a number of rec 
ommendations to focus on the Tennessee River a the 


spine of the regional greenways system. to establish 
coordination among regional planning entities. to 
establish a regoonal greenways advocacy organization. 
and to establish a mechaniwm for creating and manag. 
ing greenways across political boundaries Thu young 
plan has not been fully adopted of implemented by the 
relevant jurisdictions. It us interesting to note that local 
greenway activists did not recognize the Tenneser 
RiverPark as part of the regional greenway vision 
That connection was made through the National Park 
Service work. (In this report, the Chattanooga case 
study « viewed broadly to include both the RiverPark 
inetiatives in the city itself, as well as the larger regional 
vision for the Southeast Tennessee river valley | 
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Chicago, lilinois 

The Northeastern Iino Regional 
Greenways llan involves ca counties in and around the 
Chiage metropolitan region The plan was developed 
through « partnership with Openlande Project and the 


regional planning agency. Northeastern Illinow 
Panning Commission (NIPC) This partnership spon 


sored local level workshops and design charette: around 
the idea of a regional greenway eyetem The resulting 
input was used to develop the Regronal Greenways 
Plan, adopred in 1992. Today one of the Plan's primary 
goal vo linking exiting municipal crake by “filling in 
the gaps However, the complexity of thie regions plan 
arwer trom a coordination mee —-the challenge of 
coordinating over 269 juredictions and more than | 90 
Park Districts and Forest Preserves. A 1994 “State of 
the Greenways Report showed that all sia counties and 
the City of Chicago have actively umplemensed parte 
of the 1992 plan. Approximately 50-100 miles of new 
greenway corndor are in place as a result of the plan 


Simultaneourly, the Prends of the Chicago River. in 
collaboration with RTCA, has been involved in grass. 
roots projects on the Chicago River The non-profit 
group ts one of several stream or river advocacy groups 
in the Chicago region who uses the greenway theme as 
a means for achieving multiple objectives Educating 
the public about the Chicago River and its value as a 


resource. eapecially in the predominantly urban popula 


trons, has been key to thew ultimate success The Friends 
of the Chicago River promotes public access to the river 
and river improvement projects One key etrategy of the 
Friends group has been to get river based activity on 
the ground as quickly a2 possible. with projects ranging 
in sige from one to fwenty two acre: and invelving local 
residents as much as possible Projects have been imple 
mented by using the unskilled labor of local youth 
thereby providing environmental education and traning 


Indianapolis, indiana 

The Indianapolis Greenways project 1 sponsored by 
the city park departments planning diviwon, Indy Marke 
Greenways The Indianapole Greenways Plan proposes 
a 174 S-mule greenway system within the City of 
Indianapolis and Marion County, Indiana The vison 
includes over 150 miles of paved traik linking more 
than 125 destinations, including 57 parks. The 14 
corridors will follow along | river, 10 sereame, | canal 
and 2 abandoned rail 
cordon A high per 
centage of the pro 
posed system ws alveady 
owned by the city and 
the county, due in part 
to 2 1905 park plan 
The 1994 plan was the 
result of an extensive 
vinoning process by 
the city and county 
citizens, who continue 
to have direct involve: 
ment in the project as 
Indy Parks guides the 
process and works 
closely with all parties 
involved A consolidated city/ county government 
in Indianapoln and Manon County helped make the 
county boundane: appropnate for carly implementation 

Early on, with the assmtance of the NPS Rivers. Traihs. 
and Conservation Assistance Program. the project had 4 
more regional focus rather than its current focus within 
one county Discussions: took place with the counties to 
the north. south and west Indianapolu Department of 
Natural Resources helped facilitate some links. for 
instance along the White River going north out of 
Manion County The White River has had the most 
umultancous greenway attention acrom county lines dur 
in part to the work of the White River Communon 
(a group that is made up of city, county and state inter 


TOO 6 
“teund one Ghihe tee ons 
0 beter on etapted bom 
indrenepelt Creemmey: Map 


Orventation to Seven Metropolitan Region: 6 


ests), Now that the project is underway, the goal to 
coordinate and make connections with muniwipalines 
outende of the county who share contiguous greenway 
reeources In addition, Indianapole wane to set the 
stage for other muni ipalines starewide to implement 
greenways There « work underway to create « larger 
regional plan. Two examples are |) the BAO Corndor, 
deugned to link four counties across 56 mules trom 
Indianapolis to Wabash and 2) the White Lick Creek 
Last Fork Greenways project, connecting 25 miles 
southweat into Hendricks County 


State of Maryland 

The Maryland case study area differs from the other 
sur in that it does not focus on one metropolitan region 
but rather on an entire state, incorporating a vanety of 
waterways and other natural features In Maryland. one 
of the driving factor: for establishing greenways «pro. 
tection from the rapid growth that i weeping parts of 
the tate For example. the Maryland Office of Planning 


estates that the number of developed acres of land in 
Hartford and Cecil Counties will increase by 61% and 
50%, respectively, by the year 2020. The goal of the 
greenways program iw to create a statewide network of 
greenway corndon that forms a green infrastructure to 
provide ecological. recreational and economn benefits 
The nerwork includes ecological corndon that serve 
environmental purpose: as well as corndon with trash 
and other recreanonal features dengned for publi acces 
Wathen the state there are already over 800.000 acres 
of protected land and 900 mules ~“f exiting greenways 
with an additonal |.000 mules being proposed The 
Marviand (Greenways (Communion was establithed in 
1990 with the goal of creating a statewide, natural 
infrastructure which would protect and connect the 


” Orventanon to Seven Metropolitan Regron: 


important cordon throughout the wate The coords 
nation of tederal, state, local and private eflorte ie neces 
sary to achieve cohesive results Public/private partner 
ships exit mainly beeween the Communion, other state 
departments, local and national land trusts and bus 
newes Unique to Maryland Program Open Space 
(POS), their prominent land protection program POS 
funding, together with ISTEA monies, have been the 
primary sources for land acquisition and trail develop 
ment With a growing serwork of greenways, the states 
major focus won management Particular management 
concerns arise in establishing large. regional systems 
involving multiple juriedictions where park wall and 


local resources are scarce 


Minneapolis, Minnesota 
Minneapolis « well known for ite extensive parks. 
trails and open space system At the turn of the century 

a river walk was establiahe! alongerde the Misisipp: 
River and its eributanies, todays succesful greenways 
are largely a product of those early viwions While open 
space protection has long been a priority in the Twin 
Cones area, there neither a regional greenways plan nor 
the coordination mechanium tor a regronal network 
Greenway planning ws. for the most part. done incre. 
mentally at the level of individual municipalities and 
counties The Metropolitan Council of Minneapoln and 
St Paul was created in 1967 to coordinate development 
in a seven county, 140 purediction region However. 

it has not been able to achieve a level of coordination 
among the various punedictons that would be necemary 


for a repronal greenways plaining elon 
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However, in recent years, several other organizations 
have attempted to organize around the notion of linear 
open spaces. For instance, the Design Center tor the 
American Urban Landecape at the University of 
Minnesota has provided the groundwork for integrated 
greenway planning Open space and trails in the seven 
county region have been mapped by the Design Center, 
enabling those resources to be analyzed together for the 
first ome The resulting map illustrates the abundance 
of trails in the region, indicating the available greenway 
resources and potential linkages. The Trust for Public 
Land has also been active in recent years in promoting 


regional greenway thinking in the Minneapolis region, 
through its Green Cities Initiative, and other efforts 


Portland, Oregon 

Citizens of the Portland, Oregon metropolitan area 
have been facing the competing pressures of growth and 
land preservation. During the first half of the 1990s, 
the population of the four county area (including one 
county in Washington State) has grown by an addition. 
al 110,000 people In response, Metro, Portland's 
regional government, sought to protect and set aside 
open space. natural areas, habitat and recreation areas in 
an effort to preserve the high quality of life. A 1989 
inventory of recreational and park facilines showed an 
increasing interest in having recreation opportunities 
close to home. This inventory also brought community 
members together around the goal of open space pro- 
tection and the adoption of the Metropolitan 
(yreenspaces Master Plan 


In 1992 2 $200 million open space bond measure. 
denigned to protect those resources, was rejected, at 


least partly due to lack of specificity in the bond mea 
sure package However, through extensive education 
and outreach to the Portland metropolitan community, 
the second try at a $155.6 million bond measure was 
successful in 1995. The funding from this measure 
enables the purchase and protection of critical preces of 
the regions open spaces Metro identified 14 regional 
natural areas (specific, large-scale sites, geographically 
distributed across the region), as well as six trail and 
greenway projects, 40 miles long in total Currently the 
20 natural areas, trails, and greenways, totaling an 
acquisition goal of over 6000 acres, are awaiting acqui 
sition for conservation and recreation Although not 
solely a greenway project per se, the Portland case 
includes greenways as an important feature of its open 
space protection effort 

A unique elected government unit, Metro is respon: 
sible for regional parks and greenspaces, along with 
planning for transportation and land use Metros main 
function ts to coordinate various jurisdictions land use 
plans, which must also be consistent with the states 
goals and the policies of the Regional Framework Plan 
scheduled for approval in 1997. The greenways plan 
was part of that mission The Metropolitan Greenspaces 
Master Plan is a model of cooperative planning, involv. 
ing more than 50 government agencies, many conserva. 
frends groups. and interested citizens in Oregon and 
Washington. Since 1990, 22 of the 24 cities in the four 
Greenspaces program 


Toronto, Ontario Canada 


The Royal Commusion on the Future of 
the Toronto Waterfront was responsible for a 
three year study, from 1988 to 1991, which 
proposed developing gre-nways within a 
4,000 square mile ana known as the Greater 
Toronto Bioregion The Toronto greenway 
Concept proposes a two-tiered system with 
arterial greenways that establish an inter. 
connected framework across the region and 
local connectors within each community 
The results of that study were included in 
the book Regeneranon \t proposes an inter 
regronal greenway system totaling 560 
miles. based on watershed boundanes 
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The Waterfront Regeneration Trust (WRT) replaced 
the Royal Commission in 1992 and was established to 
implement the Commission's findings Subsequently, 
WRT prepared the 1995 Lake Ontario Greenway 
Strategy (LOGS) as an initial project along the Lake 
Ontario waterfront. LOGS is a broad conceptual 
framework currently used as a planning guide The area 
of interest for the waterfront greenway extends in to the 
first major barrier along the lakeshore, whether a rail- 
road bed, highway, or other feacure. The WRT has 
found a huge demand in the greater Toronto region for 
trails, and municipalities eager to provide them. The 
Waterfront Trail, a major arm of the greenway network 
will link together 74 small waterfront parks and prome- 
nades, 40 significant natural habitats and 25 marinas 
A lot has been done relatively quickly. The 125 mile 
waterfrom greenway is 87% complete, some already 
Ten waterfront parks have been revitalized to date 
through the program. 


Summary of Seven 
Case Study Sites 

There are some important umilaritie: and differences 
among the seven case studies used in thie proyect, that 
impinge on the planning and implementavion of thei 
greenway networks First, of course, sine and ope are 
dramatically different, from the emaller cies of 
Indianapolis and Chattanooga to the entire state of 


Maryland These scale differences impact implementa 
tion, as shown in th» following sections In addition, the 


orginal motivations for the greenway networks difter 
Table 2 shows the objectives of each system. Note these 
objectives are taken from the greenway plans in the 
respective cities, and do not necessarily represent the 
ultimate outcomes and benefits of the greenways 


Objectives certainly change over time, so this only rep: 
resents a snapshot from primary planning documents 
The most common objectives are recreation, conser 
vation, and neighborhood enhancement |n most places. 
the protection of natural features is a particulariy strong 
motivator. For instance, in Indianapolis, natural features 
were front and center for the entire project, according 
to one interviewee. Other strong motivations across this 
sample are environmental education. transportation, 
and water quality protection. Some of our respondents 
reported that greenway projects have particularly focused 
on water management objectives more recently, includ. 
ing the protection of stream corridors and watershed 
planning. It ts interesting that economic and growth 
management issues are less likely motivations up front 
Again, these are sometimes secondary effects that are 
not necessarily motivating factors at the outset, Many 
of these cities might certainly add these as objectives 
once implementation ts underway Similarly, scenic 
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quality and historic preservation are mentioned less 
often, but are sometimes important long-term benefits 


Table 3 summarizes other mayor factors among the 
seven case studies. All of the projects are multi-county 
in scope. except Indianapolis. (Indy is beginning to 
cooperate with adjoining counties to connect a larger 
system). They range from 3 to 9 counties in the metro- 
politan areas, with Maryland's project encompassing all 
23 counties of the state. Project histories are more con- 
sistent. Most of the actual greenway plans have been 
drafted in the 1990s; however, many of the projects 
have evolved since the 1980s. Although Minneapolis 
does not have a formal greenways plan at the regional 
level, greenway corridors and other parks and open 
spaces have been a priority since early in the twentieth 
century. Similarly, Maryland has a long history of legal 
protection of its river and stream system, so that although 
the greenway plan is relatively recent, the structure of 
protected corridors has existed for a long ime 


Where available, we have included in Table 3 the 
length of each greenway system. The sizes vary dramati- 
ally, with Chattanooga being the smallest. Indianapolis. 
Portland and Toronto corndors are relatively similar in 
length, although this measurement in Toronto 1s along 
the lakefront only. The size of the larger inland system 
is unknown, but much larger Similarly, the Minneapolis 


Measurement ts not known, since a regional system 1s 


not coordinated at this time. The greenway system for 
Chicago and for Maryland are of similar sizes at the 


larger end of the spectrum 
Each of these systems is focused on a natural water 


body as its main framework. These are river systems in 
most cases with two cities, Chicago and Toronto, located 
on the Great Lakes. It is interesting that only Toronto 

has focused strongly on othr natural features in defining 
its greenway system. In addition to Lake Ontario, 


Toronto uses the Niagara Escarpment and Oak Ridge 
Moraine as organizing geological elements in the green. 
way planning. Similarly, Toronto uses watershed 
boundaries to define the greenway system, whereas all 
of the other networks use purisdictional (county and city) 
boundaries 


New greenway segments have been completed in 
all of these metropolitan regions. The backbone of the 


Chattanooga project is the RiverPark in the city ie 
where six miles of the urban greenway have been com- 
pleted. In Chicago, between 50 and 100 miles have 
been built since the Northeastern IIlinow Regional 
Greenway Plan was created Indianapolis has completed 
47 mules of its greenway network and hopes to have 
half of the project complete by 1999. In the other 


cities, the systems are partially implemented. but no 
actual mileage is available at this time 
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The findings of the document review and 
interview processes are described in this sec- 
tion. These results do not follow the exact 
organizational structure of the interview 
questions (Table 1). Some of the 12 items 
in the interviews are combined or reordered, 
where this is more effective for reporting. 

For instance, we found a good deal of overlap 
between the first four interview categories 
(coalitions and participants, coordination and 
partnerships, levels of organization, and lead- 
ership). The following sections incorporate 
these findings under eight headings: Project 
Conception and Leadership, Project Participants, 
Institutional Structures, Citizen Involvement, 
Funding, Policy and Legislative Environment, 
Conflicts and Barriers, and Ownership and 
Management. The group of questions regard- 
ing Evolution and Timeline on the interview 
guide are incorporated throughout this report, 
for instance in Table 3 and elsewhere. 


Project Conception and 
Leadership — Who Started the 


Greenways Project? 

The seven case study areas have widely differing 
points of origin Traditional organizational structures 
for implementation are top-down and bottom-up. In 
the former, two factors are common for effective imple 
mentation — the provision of resources and the speci. 
fiusty of instruction. In the latter, individuals are credited 
with control (Quayle, 1995). Table 4 shows a scale 
from the grassroots (bottom-up) approach on the left 
through the state level (top-down) approach on the nght 


Grassroots Initiation 


Two projects are noteworthy for their grassroots 
iurtiation: Chattanooga and Indianapolis. Not coinci. 


dentally, these are the ewo smallest cities in our sample 
It is certainly easier for a grassroots effort to take hold 

in cities this size, compared to the cumbersome nature 
uf this undertaking in a city like Chicago or Minneapolis 


In Chattanooga, the community focused on the 
Tennessee River in a three year planning project trom 
1982-1985, The Mocassin Bend Task Force 
“blue ribbon” group 
for the Tennessee Riverlark, Our of that process, 
including hundreds of public meetings. one of the main 
themes that emerged was that the public felt x ongly 
about the river and wanted access to it, At this point, 
Chattanooga’ RiverPark was envisioned and it was 
decided that an entity should be developed to acquire 
river land and to implement a Tennessee River Park 
Master Plan. Subsequently and independently, a cinzen 
initiated parks convmittee (based in a nearby suburb) 
was established to search for additional parks and recre 
ation land. When all they could find was land along a 
neighborhood stream, the group recognited the potential 
of greenways in providing additional lands AND linkages 
to other open space areas 


4 local 


developed the conceptual plan 


Similarly, in Indianapolis, thousands of volunteers 
have actively been involved in the greenway movement 
from the beginning. They continue to do so, by annually 
removing over one million tons of trash and debris 


from the banks of the White River and its tributaries 
Chicago's greenway plan relies on initiative at the 
municipal level for impleinentation. Similarly. the 
greenways system in Minneapolis has been initiated 
at the municipal and county level, through individual 
projects. Since a regional plan has not been created 
this system relies on local initiation 


Regional and State Initiation 


At the other end of the scale is, of course, the state 
initiated program in Maryland. However. due to the 
small size of this state, it can be considered a regional 
system in terms of size, if not ‘nstitutional structure 
Between these extremes. several greenway systems have 
been started by existing regional agencies Metro in 
Portland (as part of its Metropolitan Greenspaces Master 
Plan); Waterfront Regeneration Trust (through federal 
authorization) in Toronto, and Northeastern Ilhnon 
Planning Commussion in Chicago. The Chicago network 
was also initiated by Openlands Project. a non-profit 
group involved in open space projects from small com 
munity gardens, to individual parks. to entire greenways 


Leadership 


Strong leadership 1s a critically umportant factor in 
many of the cities we studied. In fact. the vision and 
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commitment of one powerful individual is sometimes 
the key to greenway project success. For instance, 
Oregon's Governors Tom McCall and Robert Straub 
were early promoters of the greenway concept and 
Portland's project is an outgrowth of that foresight. The 
Willamette River corridor was declared a greenway in 
1967, long before many of the current projects began 
In addition, several cases show that a mayor's belief in 

a specific project increases its chance for survival and 
ultimate success. David Crombie, former Mayor of 
Toronto, for instance, was the visionary behind the 
Toronto Waverfront project and was extremely influen- 
tial in its success. The Royal Commission on the Future 
of the Toronto Waterfront took the leadership role, 
especially inspired by Mr. Crombie (now a federal 
politician). He had the leadership and enthusiasm that 
sparked the entire project, especially its emphasis on 
ecosystems anc heir accessibility by people. An empha- 


sis on environmental quality led to the greenway theme, 


whereby nine principles were recommended to guide 
regeneration of the Toronto waterfront: green. clean. 
usable, diverse, open, accessible, connected, aftordable 
and attractive (Crombie, 1990) 


Likewise, Mayor Gene Roberts in Charranooga and 
Mayor Stephen Goldsmith in Indianapolis were instru: 
mental in making their respective project. realities 
Altiough he did not initially know 2 great deal about 
greenways, Mayor Roberts fully supported the effort by 
empowering those around him to make the project 
happen. Dave Crockett, on the Chattanooga City 
Council, also was instrumental as a leader with a vision 
and a compelling drive to move things along Similarly. 
on the Fox River Project in Chicago, a key clement to 
its implementation was one person, County Board 


Chairman Phil Elfstrom, who took on the project and 
became a “white knight’ in the words of one interviewee 
He made the project his personal proyect and campaign 


Elsewhere, a strong sense of public priority, over 
many decades, is a more notable factor than the leader 
ship of one individual. Maryland and Minneapolis are 
good examples, although in very different ways. In 
Minneapolis there has been strong grass roots support 
for parks and open spaces for a very long time, but an 
unwillingness to coordinate at a regional level 
According to our ini reewees strong leadership in the 
future could perhaps pull rogether a long history of 
open space protection and value into a coherent regional 
system. Meanwhile, people are not working in concert 
toward a regional open space vision because many think 
there is not a strong need for regional cooperation 
That leadership 1s perhaps needed now, as the suburban 
and cxurhan communities proliferate in the Minneapolis/ 
St. Paul region 


In Maryland's case, this leadership has long come 
from the state level. Maryland has historically heen a 
top-down state regarding conservation, and has often 
left out public consultation. The state has more than a 
20 year history of simply buying land through Program 
Open Space to hold for conservation. Although the state 
has not developed a strong grassroots support network. 
a number of land trusts help fill that leadership role 
Maryland's 41 land trusts are instrumental in the work 


of greenway development and open space protection 
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Project Participants — 
Who Got Involved? 


Rarely, if ever, is the initiator of a greenways project 
the sole implementer. In order to realize projects of this 
size and complexity, a number of partnerships are 
inevitable and necessary at subsequent stages. The coali- 
tions and partnerships that are formed are perhaps the 
strongest assets that predict completion of gr \way 
corridors on the ground. A list of the project . »pera- 
tors is long and complex for each city we examined and 
its accuracy depends on the definition of collaboranon 
and participation. (Primary funders are discussed in 
another section, below). Some participants are active 
only in certain phases of the project; others are stable 
throughout a project's evolution. The collaborators in 
Table 5 are the key groups mentioned by our intervie- 
wees and found in the planning literature for each case 
study site, We are certain that many other organizations 
could be listed here; these are only the main actors. 


Federal 


As shown in Table 5, the NPS Rivers, Trails, and 
Conservation Assistance Program (RTCA) was involved 
in three of the projects we studied. Their role as “facili- 
tators, brokers, networkers”, as one RTCA staff person 
called it, is critical to many of these projects. Although 
RTCA personnel are typically not involved in imple- 
a process for public involvement, and other assistance. 
In Indianapolis, the RTCA staff produced che first draft 
of the greenway plan in a three week charrette. They set 
up parameters for hiring consultants to do public meet- 
ings and, through a cooperative agreement with Ball 
State University, worked with city and state officials in 
mapping with a Geographic Information System (GIS). 
The mayor's office was heavily behind the project, as 
indicated above, and a bond measure was approved for 
In Chattanooga, RTCA coordinated the Southeast 
Tennessee River Valley Plan, a regional guide for 
greenway development that has not yet been adopted. 

In Minneapolis, the Mississippi National River and 
Recreation Area, administered by NPS, runs 72 miles 
through five counties in the Twin Cities metropolitan 
area. They have done extensive planning and coordina- 
opment along the Mississippi River 


State and Regional 


State g. vernment agencies are almost always 
involved in greenway project development, either 
through planning or funding, In almost all cases the 
Departments of Nacural Resources and Departments 


of Transportation play key roles. In Maryland, the state 
agenc'es are especially critical, since the program is 


run at that level. Regional governments are typically 
involved, where they exist at all. In Portland, Metro ts 
responsible for a number of regional programs, but top 
priority is planning for fucure growth. Wise land use 
has become Metro's prime focus, due to a 1992 Metro 
charter chat says growth management is its priv vary 
responsibility. Similarly, the Waterfront Regeneration 
Trust functions as a regional agency, even though it is 
authorized at a higher level. It works closely with 
Conservation Authorities, which are watershed, flood 
control and watershed management agencies, and with 
the municipalities. 


Local 


In most cases, the local unit of government is the 
most influential level in the planning and implementa- 
tion of greenway systems. They serve an interesting role 
that varies acros, the cases. Again, in the smaller metro- 
politan areas, the city or county is the level at which 
these projects become reality. In others, the regional 
greenway system may encompass dozens of local juris- 
dictions, each implementing small, but critical portions 
of the plan. For instance, the Chicago system is compli- 
cated purely by the complex nature of coordination 
among 269 municipalities and over 150 park districts 
In Chicago, the Forest Preserves have always had a 
strong local influence and have become the main imple- 
menters of the greenways plan. They are separate gov- 
ernment units whose mission is to preserve open space. 
high quality natural areas, and provide recreation. Like 
Michigan, Illinois’ home rule powers give virtually 
unlim,.ed power to local towns, so cooperation and 


Non-Profit Groups 


Non-profit groups are involved in all seven study 
sites and are critical partners in many cases. They are of 
two main types: natural resource advocacy groups and 
land acquisition groups. In Portland, the former have 
been helpful in the refinement process of identifying 
objectives and priorities, leading to the authority to buy 
land. Examples in Portland are Audubon Society, 
Friends of Forest Park, and Oregon Trout. Several of 
these groups joined together in the development and 
support of the master plan. In Portland. Friends and 


Table 5. Primary Participant Groups 


Chattanooga 
NPS Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program 


River Valley Partners 

Trust for Public Land and six local land trusts 
Chattanooga Area Regional Council of Governments 
Chattanooga Parks and Recreation Department 
Hamilton County Commission 
Chattanooga Greenways Task Force (citizen-led) 
Several private consulting firms 
Tennessee Valiey Authority 

U.S. Forest Service 
Chattanooga/Hamilton County Regional Planning Commission 
U.S. Congressional delegation 

Lyndhurst Foundation 

Chattanooga Design Center 

Chattanooga Venture 


Chicago 
Northeastern Iilinois Planning Commission 
Openiands Project 
Local jurisdictions (260) 
Park Districts (150) 
Forest Preserve Districts (6) 
Friends of the Chicago River 
The Nature Conservancy 
NPS Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program 
Illinois Department of Natural Resources 
Ilinois Department of Transportation 
Rails-to- Trails Conservancy 
University of Illinois 
Indianapolis 
Indy Parks 
Indianapolis Department of Metropolitan Development 
indiana Department of Natural Resources 
NPS Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program 
Indianapolis Metro Transportation Division 
White River Commission 
Ball State University 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Several private consulting firms 
Local businesses 
Local Friends Groups 
Greenway Board 


Maryland 


Maryland Department of Transportation 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Maryland Historical Trust 


Maryland of Business and 
ay 


The Nature Conservancy 


County governments (23) 
Trust for Public Land 


The Conservation Fund 
Rails-to- Trails Conservancy 
University of Marviand 
Maryland Office of Planning 

Maryland Environmental Trust and local land trusts 
National Park Service 


Local municipalities 


Minneapolis 


NPS Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission 
(Metro Council) 


Minneapolis Parks board 
University of Minnesota 

Trust for Public Land 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 


Metro 

Portland State University 

Trust for Public Land 

Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission 
Friends and Advocates of Urban Natural Areas 

Local jurisdictions (29) 

Local parks providers (26) 


Toronto 


Waterfront Regeneration Trust 

Lake Ontario Greenway Steering Committee 
Conservation Authorities 
Citizens and Friends groups 
Ministry of Transportation 

Ministry of Environment and Energy 
Province of Ontario 

Regional Municipalities (5) 

Local Municipalities (30) 
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Advocates of Urban Natural Areas (FAUNA) served to 
provide regional support to the effort, Many special 
interest groups have one special goal and act as an advo- 
cate for it. While there is an increasing number of these 
groups, they do not always work well with one another 
and there is often a sense of competition due to the 
scarcity of funding. The work of Chicago's Friends of 
the Chicago River is a noteworthy exception This 
group was instrumental in addressing greenways as 
more than a means of connectivity, but as a way to 
reach multuple objectives. 

The primary land acquisition groups for greenways, 
at the national level, are the Trust for Public Land (TPL), 
The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and The Conservation 
Fund ‘TCF), These groups are particularly important 
in implementation phases, because they are able to ‘do 
land deals’ and do them quickly, whereas it sometimes 
takes public agencies an unworkable amount of time. 
Many of our interviewees mentioned that these groups 
are crucial in the networking process with landowners, 
the business community, and the public. The 
Conservation Fund was instrumental in initiating 
greenway programs in Maryland and other regions. 
TCF buys both recreational and ecological lands, and 
subsequently makes gifts of property to public agencies. 
Likewise, TNC is a big player in Maryland, where it 
has four major focus areas and owns and manages a 
large amount of land. TNC buys land with special eco- 
logical values and often retains ownership or easements. 

The Trust for Public Land is also heavily involved in 
greenway efforts and is an important partner in several 
case study areas. It has a particularly urban focus. For 
instance in Chattanooga, TPL was approached two years 
ago by the city of Chattanooga Parks and Recreation to 
help get Chattanooga's plan implemented. They have 
taken a leadership role in land protection for greenway 
corridors. In Minneapolis, TPL is in the process of 
developing a concept for a green corridor on the east 
side of the metropolitan area as a buffer zone. Other 
participants are the Land Stewardship Project (another 
non-profit group), the Farm Bureau and Washington 
County. They hope to receive funding from the 
Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources, which 
is financed at the state level through gambling revenues. 
In Chicago, a real estate affiliate of Openlands Project 
has acquired the 20 mile Old Plank Road Trail and the 
six mile Burnham Greenway and transferred ownership 
to local governments once grants were received. 

Smaller, local land trusts also have a large impact 
collectively. Of the 1095 land trusts registered with the 
national Land Trust Alliance, 72% list greenways as an 
area of activity. In addition, 64% are concerned with 


trail development, 59% with river corridors, 52% with 
floodplains, 36% with coastlines, and 46% with scenic 
roads (Land Trust Alliance, 1995) 


Universities 


The participation of the academic community is 
also apparent in a list of greenway implementers - 
for example in Indianapolis, Chicago, Portland and 
Minneapolis, The objectives at the Design Center for 
the American Urban Landscape at the University of 
Minnesota are to help decision makers in the phases 
prior to deciding on a specific project. This is done by 
getting physical design onto the economic and social 
agenda and by taking the greenway movement out of 
the parochial realm and into the development commu- 
nity. According to one respondent, The Design Center 
has inherited the Metro Council's role of coordinator, 
but without its budget, and the active discussion today 
regarding greenways in Minneapolis 1s largely a result of 
the Design Center's work. They have mapped the open 
space resources of the metropolitan region, clearly indi- 
cating where the resources are and how connections can 
be made. The Design Center essentially gave the public 
the vision that individual green pieces were so close and 
that they could be connected. Similarly, the research 
carried out by Ball State University, Portland State 
University, the University of Maryland, and the 
University of "linois has furthered the goals of greenway 
projects in their respective states. 
Private Consultants 

Private consultants — landscape architects, planners 
and others — play an important role in greenway plan- 
ning and implementation. The private sector brings 
different strengths to the process and partnerships 
between private and public often blend very well. This 
is especially true in the implementation phases, where 
consultants can help a municipality go from planning 
and public involvement to building greenways on the 
ground. They can sometimes relate to the Chambers of 
Commerce and corporate partners in basic business terms 
about the financial, social, and management sides of 
open space issues. Private firms, as outsiders, can offer 
fresh, strategic advice that is often difficult to generate 
from ‘inside’ the project. While greenway issues can be 
quite complex for the local people who are immersed 
in it, a consultant can simplify problems and solutions. 
A typical mission for a private consultant is to evaluate 
strengths and weaknesses. and then to create assignments 
in a task oriented manner. They can also combine the 
many pieces which are not yet integrated, taking a 
concept and pulling it together into a feasible project 


Citizen Involvement 


Each of the seven cities we studied has some level 
of citizen involvement. however, the extent of public 
participation varies dramatically, We were concerned 
specifically with processes that have been instituted for 
soliciting the general public's preferences and attitudes 
about the greenway projects. There is a difference 
berween working with non-profit advocacy groups and 
other organized citizen's groups on the one hand and 
actively soliciting the opinions of the unorganized 
public on the other. Hoover (1995, p. 454) presents 
a useful goal for citizen involvement in greenway 
planning and implementation 


“Developing greenway policies in a participatory 
democracy context implies that opportunities for dis- 
course must be found which encourage all relevant 
policy actors to participate in back-and-forth 
exchange of thoughts and ideas, to take the position of 
the ‘other’ such that they come to know one another: 
world views and better understand the differing 
political cultures within which they function. Under 
those conditions, ordinary citizens may become policy- 
makers, and all who participate should feel they have 
a stake in the policy outcome. Stanley (1990) call 
these special opportunities for discourse democratic 
forums, and describes discussions which leads citizens 
to a shared understanding of one another’ political 
postions as civic conversation.’ Accordingly, democratic 
forums and civic conversation are necessary components 
of coordinated policy outcomes such as greenways, 
where cooperation between several levels of govern. 
ment, and a wide variety of public organizations and 
landowners may be needed © 


Minneapolis 

We found a number of methods by which this ‘civic 
conversation takes place in our seven case studies. In 
some cases, no formal process for public participation 
exists at the regional level, such as in Minneapolis 
A loose grassroots support network seems to exist, but 
is active at the level of individual projects, cities and 
counties, without much participation around the idea 
of a regional system. The work of the Design Center for 
the American Urban Landscape has generat. . good dis- 
cussions on a neighborhood by neighborhood basis 


Chicago 
Similarly, the Northeastern Illinois Regional 
Greenways Plan in Chicago has not had a great deal of 


public participation in the planning and implementation 
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of the regional system. Workshops were held in the 
planning phases, but these were more for decision mak- 
ers and advocate groups than for the general public 

On the other hand, the Friends of the Chicago River 
has collected a great deal of public input abour the 
Chicago River, through a large survey of residents’ 
attitudes, perceptions and uses of the river. 


Maryland 


Like Minneapolis and Chicago, Maryland's greenway 
program covers a large geographical area, where public 
participation is perhaps better accomplished at a more 
local project-by-project scale. According to respondents 
in the Maryland Greenway Program, educational work- 
shops are held as a means of communication and edu- 
cation. In addition, in an effort to determine the public's 
awareness of and attitude towards the greenways program, 
the commission undertook a public opinion poll. In 
spring 1995, 800 residents were interviewed by phone 
Results showed that Maryland residents are aware of the 
rapid development taking place in the state and how it 
is affecting their surroundings and the state's natural 
resources. They feel strongly about preservation of nat- 
ural areas and open space within their neighborhoods, 
and many would consider moving from their commu- 
nities if existing open space were to be developed. They 
want to spend time outdoors and visit public lands on a 
regular basis, enjoy recreational trails, and many would 
like to bike or walk to work. According to the Director 
of Maryland Greenways, goals are to increase the private 
participation, to work more with rural populations, and 


to get the agricultural community involved 
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Toronto 


In Toronto, the decentralization of the public partic: 
ipation process has been institutionalized in a direct way. 
Municipalities are responsible for public involvement on 
4 project-by-project basis and only receive funding from 
the Waterfront Regeneration Trust (WRT) if public 
participation occurs, According to informants at WRT, 
citizens groups provide grassroots support through public 
meetings which are considered vital for the planning 
and implementation process. In addition, members of 
local non-governmental organizations serve on the WRT 
steering committee. WRT has an extensive education 
and citizen participation program, including promotion 
of waterfront places and events, a publishing program 
that print interpretive guides, and cooperative education 
programs for youth and adults. 


Portland 

Portland's Metropolitan Greenspaces program has 
had organized citizens’ involvement as part of its 
process from the beginning. Public involvement and 
education was particularly critical in the ultimate 
approval of the bond measure funding open space 
acquisition. The Friends and Advocates of Urban 
Natural Areas (FAUNA) is one of three arms that devel- 
oped the program at its inception. (The other two were 
technical and political advisory groups.) FAUNA was 
made up of a large number of friends groups. Today, in 
place of and evolving from FAUNA, the Urban Streams 
Council keeps public involvement alive through a 
watershed approach and a more biological focus beyond 


Chattanooga 

Both Chattanooga and Indianapolis benefited fron. 
the collaboration of the NPS Rivers, Trails, and 
Conservation Assistance Program and its public partici- 
pation processes. In Chattanooga an extensive participa- 
tion process reduced conflict in the implementation 
phases. Citizens groups were developed for each corridor, 
acting as advocates for each individual greenway. The 
city had previously been through an extensive process, 
Chattanooga's Vision 2000, which helped the public 
establish and achieve goals for the city. A 20 week series 
of visioning exercises drew 1700 people and generated 
thousands of ideas for a cleaner, greener, safer city. The 
greenways initiative built on those efforts because the 
public process facilitated the community's ability to 
implement change. 


Indianapolis 
In Indianapolis, public involvement was done with 


neighborhood associations through surveys. According 
to a National Park Service informant, the neighborhood 
associations contain local values, A series of workshops 
were held to talk about the plan when it was drafted, 
and corridor working groups (composed of landowners, 
merchants, and decision makers) subsequently kept the 
process going much farther. 


institutional Structures - 


How Are Participants Organized 
For implementation? 


Imagine that a greenways vision has been articulated 
for a particular metropolitan region. Then let's say a 
number of groups are involved in the effort, including 
the general public, governmental agencies, and non- 
governmental organizations. Given those important 
pieces, the region will still need a structure in which to 
work — an organizing method or institutional arrange- 
ment for implementation. This section discusses those 
structures for the seven case studies. 


As in the other parameters of our study, there is wide 
variety in the way participants are organized for action. 
First, chose cities with fairly simple (or no) structures 
for implementation are addressed — Chattanooga, 
Indianapolis, and Minneapolis. Following that, the 
more complex situations in Chicago, Maryland, 
Portland and Toronto are outlined. Figure 9 depicts 
four models of institutional relationships found among 
the seven cases. There is diversity in the amount of 
involvement and power that the umbrella organization 
holds, as well as the direction and intensity of interac- 
tions with local jurisdictions. The advantages and disad- 
vantages of each configuration are outlined. 


Chattanooga 

In Chattanooga, the institutional structure for the 
RiverPark, the spine of the greenway through the city, 
is different from that of the larger regional greenway 
system. The RiverPark is much farther along, and has 
a sound organizational structure, as in Model |. 
Following Chattanooga's extensive visioning process, 
a private non-profit group was formed called River City 
Company. It obtained $12 million in private funding to 
begin the creation of the RiverPark. Then in 1994 the 
name was changed to River Vall:y Partners, and supple- 
mentary funding was added tron the city. Industrial 
recruiting was added as a miss‘on of the group and it 
changed to a joint public/private organization for river 
revitalization and development. 

The regional effort is definitely a grassroots movement, 


Figure 9. institutional Models for implementation and Acquisition 


Model Example Advantages Disadvantages 
1. Strong centralized agency directly influences Indianapolis @ Unified @ Potential difficulty in connecting 
projects within single (or few) jurisdictions. Chattanooga @ Direct contre! 10 bordering jurisdictions or 
(part 1) systems or for broader plans 
@ [Effective for smaller 
jurisdictions within a @ May not leverage diverse sources 
larger network hae 
@ Strong leadership can 
0 be effective and visible 
@ Good possibilities for 
citizen involvement in 
the broad vision 
2 Centralized entity serves as umbrella over Maryland @ Strong central leadership @ Plan may not be a priority 
multiple jurisdictions and has primary contro! Portland can coordinate multiple within each local jurisdiction 
over implementation. Chattanooga agency efforts @ Potentially less grassroots 
(part 2) & Stronger funding base trom Support and public 
wider geographic area participation 
O oO @ Coordination of work across 
various geographic areas: 
Broader perspective and vision 
@ Allows more progressive 
jurisdictions to proceed 
without (or ahead of) 
slower, more reluctant 
_ ae 
3. Regional agency empowers jurisdictions Chicago . nueernees @ Coordination may be optional 
through initial stages and then partners Toronto among jurisdictions between jurisdictions 
for implementation. Portiand @ increased power at the @ Implementation may be slower 
P af local level with shared responsibility across 
@ Leadership can develop many agencies 
a ~. in local junsdictions 
@ Regional or state funding 
% c~™ be prioritized across 
_a<+-8 ee 
4 Subordinate regional agency acts as reference Minneapolis @ Grassroots efforts are done @ No regional leadership for 
point for stronger jurisdictions to implement Chicago at a manageable scale over coordination 
individual pieces of greenway system 8 long period of time @ Shared regional vision 's lacking 
@ Ample room for private @ Lack of commitment by regional 
a groups to put forth initiatives government is @ harrier 
tie © Sheng nes! cone © Less ability to take advantage 
of funding possibilities in a 
holistic way for the network 
C) Feaional Agency ——-~-- Direction and strength Dominant Role Hi 
icles of influence Moderate Role CZ 
@ Local Junsdiction/Corridor Minimal Role =) 
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a shown in previous sections Groupe have been formed 
for each of five regional cordon These groups. com 
posed of citizens and non-profit organisations, at a 
advocates for the individual greenways The Trust tor 
Public Land provides oversight a a metropolitan coor 
dinates, now employing Model 2 They have organised 
« Chattanooga Greenways Task Force that is representa 
tive of all five groups, coordinates the efforts of the five. 
and advines on funding allocation (elected official con 


trol the purse strings) Onginally thie board was lormed 
to identity and implement parks and open space in 
nearby suburbs where available land exsted only along 
stream corndon. In Chattanooga, jount city and county 
planning helps bridge eflore toward a more regional 
system The rwo units of government do not always see 
eye to eye but bringing them together over the greenways 
virion helps 


Indianapolis 

The implementer of Indianapolis greenways clearly 
the city, through Indy Parks as a municipal department 
As shown in Model |. it is the sole authority over envi 
ronmental, recreational and aesthetic wmsues along the 
fourteen corndon identifed in the Indy Greenways 
Master Plan A citizen panel. the Indianapolis Coreenways 
Development Committee, advises on policy, financing. 
lobbying state and federal government. public education. 
management and marketing It us composed of city 
council members, mayor, parks board members and the 
director of the Indy Parks Greenways. The meetings are 
held once a month as a public forum open to all citizens 


Minneapolis 


As described earlier, Minneapolis has no existing 
coalition to plan, much less implement. a regional 
greenway system. There is a reluctance to form partner. 
ships within larger regonal contexts. and a strong hustory 
of opposition to regyonal authonty. planning and 
implementation. as diagrammed in Model 4 For 
instance, the Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board 
is a separate parks system for the city, which has a 
strong sense of ownership over its own system Those 
lands include the protected lands designed by Cleveland 
and Wirth for the Grand Round in the nineteenth 
century Tight control and authority 1 maintained for 
ultimately 2 consortium of subcommittees (smaller than 
regronal level) will get together and dematenalize the 
physical boundanes of the metropolitan region |n 
1994-95, some momentum built for a regional green. 
ways system Groups involved at that ime were the 
Trust for Public Land. Minnesota Department of 


Natural Resources, Minnesota Parks and Trail 
Association (which helps DNR buy park land on « 
smaller scale than TPL), Sierra Club, Audubon, Trout 
Unlimited, Minneapole Parke and Recreation Hoard 
Friends of Rameey County, and Land Stewardship 
Project However, the effort a now etalled. according 
to Out source 


It # important to note, though, that just because 4 
regional greenways plan does not exit the does not 
mean that greenways are not being created and protect 
ed in the Minneapolis region They are just being done 
at a different scale, within cities and counties hor 
instance. in Hennepin County, Hennepin Community 
Works 1s a progressive program that incorporates intra 
structure, transportation, and overall system needs into 
one vieion Thi innovative program was put together 
by a Parke and Public Works Commision made up 
of members from Hennepin County, the City of 
Minneapolis, Greater Minneapol Area ( hamber ot 
Commerce, Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board 
and other public and private partners “Hennepin 
Community Works seeks to enhance how communitier 
in Hennepin County work together to create good jobs. 
provide access to employment and build the long term 
value of communities by investing in infrastructure. 
and by improving the exiting implementation systems 
(Final Report of the Parks and Public Works Commu. 
sion, 1994). Part of this vision is to strenthen commu: 
nities through the types of connections that greenways 
provide 


Chicago 


In Chicago, as elsewhere, we asked “beyond the 
plan. there a coordinating mechanum ’ The anewer 
is fairly straightforward in Chicago There « no overar: 
ching powerful agency to implement the greenways 
plan and it relies heavily on the local jurmdictions to 
implement projects. with the State of IIlinon primarily 
administering funds However. several institutions are 
in place to asst this process The Northeastern IIhnon 
Planning Commission (NIPC) and Opentands Project 
are, for instance, important facilitator In fact rwo full 
time staff people at Openlands Project are on charge of 
facilitating the greenways efforts Aude from this ane. 
tance, the model being employed ws a local one in terms 
of the 260 local governments. park districts and Forest 
Preserves taking charge of projects. as in Models 3 and 4 


Opentands Project strategycally pursues and facilitates 
several greenway projects each year in order to implement 
the regronal plan and in order to insure that greenway 
efforts stay active Linked projects are being accom: 


plished with this made! bor inetance. the Salt Creek 
Coreenway, built in phases, a a connector trail that pase 
es through 35 juredictions The coordinavon effort tor 
this project was enormous, a it involved property 
belonging to Forest Preserves, Mark Districts and Cook 
county Even with these wuccesses, the lack of a regional 
Implementation structure presents some probleme 
While there a greenway priority let within the 
Greenway Plan, many of those projects lated a prion 
tiers have local ieues that hold them up in the mean 
time. other greenways are pursued. not necessarily 
according to a methodical ranking Merhaps thie incre: 
mental and non linear process a inherent to regional 
greenway implementation. especially in a city as large as 
Chicago It also apeaks to the fact that while the plan 
was adopted at a regional level. the implementation 1s 
not. This may be due to the fact that NIPC is funded 
by the groups that i works for and responds directly to 
chente requeste-which may not be broad enough 


Recent bikeway workshops sponsored by NIPC help 
iMustrate its facilitanion role NIPC brought together 


the Forest Preserves, Park Districts, and Highway 
Department: around the idea of non-motorwed trans. 
portation corndore All of these agencies are working to 
incorporate bicycle travel, but there a fear that poor 
connections will be made without communication 
between agencies According to one interviewer, only 
one county has a bikeway coordinator at the time 

The Illinon Praine Trail Authority has the potential 
to provide a regronal coordinating structure in the 
furure. on terms of bikeways and other greenway imues 
This @ a non-revenue authority, created in 1987, and 
made up of Forest Preserves and conservation districts 
in the five counties around Cook county The leader. 
thip was initially provided by a representative from 
Kane County, whose vision was a regonal trail system 
The Ilinon Praine Trail Authority # currently financ- 
ing an update of the regronal crash and greenways plan 
by NIPC and Opentands Project. According to our 
contacts, the Iflinow Praine Trail Authority could try 
to coordinate and facilitate trail development in the 
region, and could try to go after a revenue source to 
make thi possible 

Instratives along the Chicago River help idlustrate 
another institutional arrangement for greenways in the 
Chicago region These efforts are supported jointly by 
federal support in collaboration with a local non-profit 
group. separate from the NIPC/Openlands plan The 
National Park Service worked with the Frends of the 
Chicago River to create a Chicago River enhancement 
plan. The discussions for this proyect began in | 988 


and in 1992 NPS gave the Friends « small grant to con 
duct a study of the use and perceptions af the river 
There was no coalition around the Chicago River a 4 
greenway resource prot to the project The Chicago 
River ie an open opace resource that touches all classes 
af people Untortunately, lower income groupe are 
atten kept trom uaing the river and the goal of thie 
project was to particularly target those comeunities 

A wurvey was done by the University of Minsour ident 
tying which recreation habitats people enjoyed the 
moat They discovered that neighborhoods that had 
acoews to the river were middle class. while adjacent to 
lower class neighborhoods the river was walled off. the 
resource was damaged. littered et: 


Implementation strategie: of the Frends group 
included getting activity on the ground quickly in five 
oF sin projects ranging from |-22 acres in sie, and 
assessing resources to enhance them By getting projects 
realized promptly. the project gained credibility The 
goal of dealing with broader meuer in implementing the 
project was enhanced by using the unskilled labor of 
urban youth One of the bes ideas of the Frends group 
was to educate people about the river. teaching them to 
see it as a resource by bringing them in contact with the 
river environment. One example of this « U'Can, an 


urban canoe program that targets inner city youth 


Maryland 

Maryland + insttunonal structure © unique. given 
the location of the program at the state level The 
greenway initiative came out of corndor thinking that 
Maryland has been doing for year Linear corndon 
define thi state — each one relates to a river or stream 
ot to the Bay itself Streamude protection laws have 
kept building: our of floodplains. with etnct control 
in cach county 

While Maryland has been a progressive state in 
conservation and land protection. the Greenways 
Communwnon was created because of the feeling that 
despite these efforts. Maryland was continuing to low 
open space Much of the earber land protection was site 
specific and piecemeal For instance. a single parcel pre. 
served in the midst of upcoming suburbs is in the end a 
failure The pace uf development 1 rapid in Maryland » 
Washington DC and its suburbs become less favorable 
places to live and people flock to surrounding etates 
For every one acre purchased and protected by the state 
there are three more being developed 

In the late 1980's Conservation Fund Chair Pat 
Noonan envusoned the state greenway program 
Maryland had been spending billions of dollars on 
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cleanup of the ( hesapeake Hay using federal money 
ard lowing ground because of mon pon sonince palliation 
In reaponse, the idee was to approach the problem trom 
# tributary strategy which councided with the greenways 
concept Governor William Donald Schaeter loved the 
idee. and in 1989 6 commision was set up and meniber 
appointed by Governor Schacter The program was 
stalled by the Conservation Fund and co-chaied by 
personnel of the Department of Natural Resources and 
Transportation Thu was the beginning of a publi and 
private partnership that tormed the Maryland (.reenways 
program, and eventually evolved into an operation of 
state government The Communion set out to 


@ ACT AB AN ADVOCATE OF INTERCONNEC TING 
GREEN Brace 


© IMPROVE WATER QUALITY AS CONNECTED TO 
CHESAPEAKE Bay 


© PROMOTE THE NOTION OF 4 GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE 


© CONDUCT A GAP ANALYSE OF STATE-OWNED LAND 
AND PRIORITY PURCHASES POR THE FUTURE 


The outgrowth of the common’ early work i the 
Maryland Coreenways Atlas. which identifier cordon 
for protection state-wide Counties are individually 
responsible for including greenways in thei compre 
hensrve plans. and accomplish thu with the ard of 
greenway consultants They also develop sensitive area 
plans The Director of the Maryland greenways program 
works directly with hassons from each county. either the 
Director of Parks or Planning and often both. 


Some important goals have been accomplished The 
Commumon acts as a coordinating body to bring all 
agencies to the table and facilitate discussion over com. 
mon goals A senes of workshop: was conducted over 
the last five years, bringing together the heads of coun. 
tes, parks department interests. land trusts and other key 
parnes Subsequently, decisions are being made which 
foster collaboranon. expecially between transportation 
and natural resource interests. for instance in the alloca 
tion of ISTEA moneys |n addition. the Maryland 
Greenways Commussion able to work across state lines 
to foster even bigger greenway networks For instance. 
it collaborates with Virginia, Washington, D.C. 
Pennsylvania and West Virginia. working together on 
a greenway vision for the Potomac River watershed 

While the Greenways ( ommussion has done some 
important collaboratrve work. 1 has not appreciably 
changed the top-down nature of conservation planning 
in Maryland. as shown in Model 2 The greenways 
program has not dramatically altered the way Program 
Oppen Space does business. in terms of buying sensitive 
lands Some pnonty. however. ws gren to the connectivity 


that greenways, Rail Trail projects and heritage cordon 
can provide In addition « new divieion now ext in 
state government that ia separate trom the Greenways 
Cammanon, but reaponsible for dong techinal arene 
tance and large scale planning tor parks and sate pro 
jects, One of the program goals for fiscal year 197-98 
0 to achieve greater citizen invalvement 


Portland 


Portland + Metropolitan Greenapaces Master Ilan va 
national model of cooperative planning inves ing more 
than 50 government agencim. many conservation orga 
nisations, businesses. “trends groups. and interested 
crtisens i Oregon and Washington The erructure of 
these planning groups was organised into three branches 
issues of the greenways initiative The names of these 
are Greenspaces Technical Adviwory Commutter. Molicy 
Advusory Commuttee (composed of local deciion maker) 
and Friends and Advocates of Urban Natural Areas 
(FAUNA) which coordinated neighborhood and non. 
profit groups The Portland Audubon Socrety was 
instrumental in bringing FAUNA together The final 
master plan contained results derived from the coord). 
nation of all three groups 


As a result, 22 of 24 cities within the boundaries of 
Metro and all four counties have passed resolutions of 
support for the Metropolitan Greenspaces Master Plan 
sunce 1990. Metro w the planning process coordinator 
and key implementer of the program |n some ways. 
Metro ws a centralized entity which serves as an umbrel. 
la over multiple jurisdictions, as in Model 2 It has the 
authority to move the regional Urban Growth 
Boundary and implement certain planning and growth 
management measures on a repion-wide bas On the 
other hand. much of what Metro does « on 2 coopera: 
tive bass with local purudictions. as in Model 4 

Metros goals are to coordinate the effort: of govern. 
ment and citizen groups to create a regional system. 
ate some of the acquired lands Of the regronal trash 
and greenways system. Metro will coordinate planning. 
operations. and maintenance of wm targeted corndon 
Subsequent to the passage of the 1995 bond measure. 
Metro has completed a refinement process through 
community workshops. stakeholder interviews. and othe: 
meetings with key landowners. fnends groups. natural 
resource experts, and park planners. The was done for 
cars of the 20 target areas to establish acquisition goals 
Plans for all 20 refinement projects were adopted by the 


Metro Council, authorsng the purchase of certain 
properties that meet the critena, goal. and objectives 


Toronto 


Lake Chicago. lorontos greenway system uw planned 
at regronal level bur decentralized to local jurwdic 
tons for umplementation (Model $) The greenways 
network «based on the Lake Ontario Greenways 
Strategy (LOGS), which was done through the coopers 
Hon of 4 steering committer of 60 people working with 
the Waterfront Regeneration Trust (WRT). The LOGS 
sets a broad conceptual framework for completion of 
the greenway, looking at both public and private initia 
tives The responsibility for umplemencing the LOGS 
does nor rent with any single agency Rather, each of the 
agencies, municipalities, and groups with an interest in 
the waterfront reviews its own area of reaponarbulity and 
actions to ensure that 1 contributing in a positive 
way to achieving the vision and objectives of the 
Strategy 

The Waterfront Regeneration Trust u the coordinat. 
ing mechaniem. WRT was created by an act of the leg- 
wilature in 1992 with a mission to foster regeneranon of 
the Lake Ontario Waterfront from Burlington Bay to 
the Trent River It reports to the legulature through the 
Minuter of Municipal Affairs and Housing While the 
organization has no power or authority to set policy, it 
does have the ability to hold land. and to generate and 
retain revenues. The mission of the WRT is to look at 
the interface of land and water and to support waterthed 
groups that are conducting land-use initiatrves inland 
It acts as a facilitator to bring parties together, develop 
agreements on waterfront objectives, coordinate funding 
proposals report on progress and challenges. and promote 
appropnate conservation and use of the waterfront 

Working with Greenways Advisory Commuttees in 
separate geography areas, WRT helps organize schedules. 
representatives from the private sector. con munity 
groups. educanonal institutions. and all levels of govern. 
ment and non-governmental groups as a way to achieve 
a broad-based consensus At the same time. federal and 
municipalities are encouraged to incorporate the LOGS 
academx community asked to asst in the research 


management plans, 2) etewardahip including manage 
ment of public land, land acquisition by publi agencies. 
and landowner contact, and 5) funding and incentives 
in luding coordinating plans and projects with funding 
opportunities, directing economn incentives, and 
attracting private funds to waterfront projec. The plan 
outlines « two-vered implementation strategy based on 


arterial greenways along mayor geographn (eatures and 
local connector within each community 


Summary of Institutional Structures 


Table 6 a summary of regional coordination for 
the seven regions Several models emerge Firw. in the 
cases of Chattanooga and Indianapolis, advwory boards 
of cotmens and non-profit representatives help guide o 
city agency which has the authority and commitment 
to implement  greenway project. Second, the 
Maryland Greenways Commission a more powertul 
group at the sate level with the authority to proritiz 
and purchase land for a state wide network 

Third, Portland, Chicago and Toronto rely on 
regronal organizations for coordinavon, although in dit 
ferent ways Portland's elected Metro Council has the 
power to implement projects, primarily through land 
acquisition, while Torontos Waterfront Regeneration 
Trust a facttator and coordinator for juridictions 
who implement the plan Chicagos Northeastern 
Iino Planning Commission functions sumilar to the 
latter Fourth, in Minneapolis, a regronal boards exists. 
but has not been active in either planning or imple. 
mentation of a greenway system 


Funding 


There are a number of models for funding greenway 
projects At the same time. there are some consstent 
sources that are used throughout the country, such as 


the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
(ISTEA) funds, as shown in Table 7. However, some 


of our respondents emphasized that ISTEA ts not nec. 
essarily the answer to be relied on too heavily It has 
strings attached and may not be the make or break 
facilitator that 1 often made out to be In financing 
greenways. all available financial partnerships need to 
be looked at and the more diverse the sources of fund. 
used , of course, the National Park Service through its 
RTCA program. which was involved in Chattanooga. 
Chicago and Indianapolis 

As shown, most programs also use state/ provincial 
and local funds Two of the seven sites. Minneapolis 


City / Region Regions! .eordin: Author ity Composition a Coordination 
\ hatenooge Chattanooga Greenways Advisory and funding Citizens and Coordinate between ¢:ty 
lass Force recommends lepresentatives of and county and across 
(through Trust for Public Land) — non profit organisations state line to Georgia 
Chicage Northeastern iinois Planning and advisory Penning agency funded Coordinate 260 
Planning Commission agency by participating gov't units = municipalities 180 Part 
Districts and 6 Forest 
Opentands Project Non-profit land 2 full tne staft Preonerves 
protection group Coordinating greenways 
Advisory 16 members + chair Coordination with other 
indianapolis indianapolis Greenways - ay tony ed 
and corridors crossing to 
other counties 
Meryiend Merviend Greenweys Coordinate planning, 28 members erste wide coordination 
Commission (within funding and implementation — Governor appointed 
MONA and MDOT) of across One lason to the 
boundaries designated 
by each county 
Minneapolis Metropolitan Council amet 16 members + chair Strong loca! histury of 
Governor appointed OPPOsition to regrona! 
NO regional greenways plan authority, planning and 
implementation 
Pertiond Mewo Council Governs project 7 members, elected Coordination ecross state 
by district | executive line to Washington State 
including officer and auditor 
of public funds elected at large 
Toromte Wotertront Regeneration Trust Facilitator and develope: 7A members Elected Coordinate inter 
of agreements on plus 6 municipal mayors governmenta! 
waterfront objectives cooperation 
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and Portland. have regional government agencies which 
fund greenways. Foundations also play a critical role 
Several foundations have supported greenways in these 
cites In addinon, other non-governmental organizations 
play key roles in funding and real estate transactions, for 
instance where TPL or TNC facilitate land purchases 
In Chicago, Openlands Project « funded privately and 
can act rapidly on the purchase of land and easements 
(and act as a holding agency for the land while the state 
raises support) Groups like this also have the ability to 
reach the segment of the population with anti-govern. 
ment sentiments 

Table 7 also indicates what agencies administer funds 
once they are acquired Funds are administered by local 
yursdictions in several cases Indianapolis. Minneapolis 
and Chattanooga In two regions. Portland and Toronto. 
administration of funding « done by a regional entity. 


using established criteria for how, when and where 
money 1s allocated Administration at the state level 1s 
important in Maryland through the Maryland Greenways 
Commussion and in the Chicago region through the 
Ihinows Department of Natural Resources 


Chattanooga 


Chattanooga’ RiverPark has received funding from 
private and public sources Strong foundation support 
from the Lyndhurst and Tonya Foundations has supple 
mented ISTEA funds and other federal and state sources 
Project funding began with a $3 million challenge grant 
trom the foundation, where it donated $1 for every $2 
of public and private contribunnons So tar. a million 
dollars of Lyndhurst funding has been dedicated 


The Tennessee Valley Authority has also funded 
greenway development. and private corporations have 


dedicated casement tor greenway segmena Heyond 
the RiverPark segment, funding i less certain for the 
larger greenway network. The Trust for Public Land « 
overseeing the financial aspects of the larger system, aleo 
expected to come from the joint city/county govern 
ment and private foundations At thi cme, there us no 
dedicated funding for the greenway system and TPL u 
trying to create that financial base Tax revenues from 
the City Parks Department are being used for planning 
the other segment, but only one other cormdor has a 


specific plan at thu pont 


Chicago 

According to our interviewees in Chicago, the most 
difficult yet most successful part of the greenway fund. 
ing process has been ensuring ISTEA ‘unds annually for 
the past six years. ISTEA and state programs contribute 
commutted in three rounds, which will build 17-20% of 
the proposed crail system in the next few years. At the 
same time, the Congestion Management and Air Quality 
program has funded some projects Support from the 


sate ws critical, The Department of Natural Resources 
very supportive of the Northeastern Illinow Greenws) s 
Plan and has provided funding for stream protection 
measures which ISTEA would not fund The state 
now seeing the importance of greenways and ws focusing 
grane not just on ballfelds but rather cowards connected 
networks To this end, a greenway project will rave higher 
in their evaluation system than will ordinary park 
development and thus will receive prority hunding 
State funding occurs on a case-by-case basi that the 
DNR administers via three programs Bike Program, 
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LAWCON), and 


Open Space Land Acquisition Development (OSLAD) 


The DNR uses the regional greenways plan a great deal 
to determine which projects 1 should fund, for instance 


funding projects that will link landscapes within the 
overall greenway plan To supplement these sources 
for open space financing, several of the counties have 
actually created thei own foundations, for instance in 
DuPage County where this effort was fostered by the 
Forest Preserve. Other private funding has been 


Table 7. Funding sources and admunstering bodies for seven case study regions” 


Dh ie ee ee ee ee oe ee See 
7 


' City/county leve! 
| DONA, DOT | Stata DNA 
| OM Local loans. City parks 
: ' dept of departmen' 
) works 
| Program County level =| State Greenways 
Open Space | Program 
Legislative Metro Counc! and Local jurisdictions 
, Comm. for a 
Resources recreation 
Private | undirmising Alon Measure Met: 

| Weratront 
| tot - 

“Thus table reflects only the main sources of to dete Othe: sources may heve beer acquired. 

but the ones shown are those thet were Soctien © Go tnplomennten of quenawy dam 
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obtained from the MacArthur Foundation and the 
Conservation bund 


The work of the Friends of the Chicago River has 
been subsidised heavily by small grant trom the Urban 
Resources Partnership, a federally funded program that 
brings together muluple interest for urban revitalisation: 


This initiative was spurred by Congressman Sidney Yates 
from Illinow. Subsequently, a $1.5 million special con: 


Maryland's General Assembly established i com: 
mitment to land preservation and the proviwon of 
outdoor recreation in 1969 through the enactment of 
Program Open Space (POS). A state transfer tax of 5% 
of the consideration paid for real property transactions 
would serve as the primary source of funding for POS. 
Revenue received from this tax has been used for POS, 
Heritage Conservation Fund, Agricultural Land 
Preservation, and the General Fund of the state 
Attempting to keep pace with development, sate trans. 
fer tax funding tor conservation programs has increased 
from approximately $19 million in FY 1970 tw $58 
million in FY 1996. 


in FY 1996 the portion of the state transfer tax 
revenue used for conservation was distributed in the 


following manner: 41.7% to POS Department of 
Natural Resources, 4!.75% to POS county grants, 2% 


to POS Natural Heritage, and 14.5% to Agricultural 
Land Preservation. The county grant funds are allocated 
to Maryland's 23 counties and Baltimore City by for- 
mula considering county population. transfer tax 
100% of the funding to buy needed land for state. 
county, and city parks and provides 75% of development 
costs for county and city park and recreation areas, Of 
its 23 counties, the majority of Maryland's population 
lives in only three. Besides POS (which also administers 
the federal Land and Water Conservation Fund grants). 
ISTEA 1 the only other mayor source of greenway 
funding POS monies are used as the 50% match in 
leveraging ISTEA funds. Of the ISTEA funding acquired 
in Maryland, 78% has gone toward greenway projects 
Although Maryland has financing to purchase land 
(or mghes in land) for greenway development. this money 
s show to arrive; it takes about a year to purchase land 
through the program (if all goes well), and many 
landowners cannot wast that long Therefore land trusts 
are increasingly important to Maryland's greenway 
implementation The Trust for Public Land does many 


of the real estate transactions that are eventually funded 
100% from POS. It sa useful partnership, the tunding 
source is available from the state and TPL does the 
actual transaction. Maryland has also been a leader in 
alternative methods of land preservation and the lund 
ing therein, Calvert County has developed a model of 
progressive land-use planning methods, where county 
revolving loans are being set up for Purchase of 
Development Rights and Transter of Development 
Right» programs 


Minneapolis 


Funding is not perceived by our Minneapolie inter 
viewees as the limiting factor to regional greenway 


development. Money seems to be more available than 0 
coordination For instance the state legularure 1 regu 
larly allocating money to Metro Council to buy parks 
But the big vision is missing to fully take advantage of 
those possibilivies for a linked network The Legislative 
Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR) has 
funded work along the Mississipp: River and elsewhere 
in the Minneapolis area. les revenues come from lotto 
and cigarette taxes, similar to Land and Water 
Conservation Funds. Funding 1 also available through 
the Mississipp: National River and Recreation Area if 
municipalities along the river comply with NPS river 
management objectives. This assistance 1 available for 


Toronto 


In Toronto, $33 million has been invested in the Last 
three years for trails. habstats and marinas Thi money 
has come from a previous program called Jobs Ontario 
which provided $11 millon and was matched with 
monetary and in-kind support Funding has not come 
from private sources to any great extent and WRT wants 
to diversify those sources more in the future. esperully 
since the new Canadian administration allocates fewer 


dollars for greenways 


Indianapolis 

Indianapolis has raised $8 9 million through a wide 
variety of funding sources including general obligation 
bonding. private corporations (Eli Lily Foundation). 
Department of Public Works. a cumulative building 
fund (which allots $1.5 million/year over the next 10 
years to build trails), ISTEA. and a non-profit 
Greenways Trails Foundation which rained money to 
maintain the trails. In-kind services through the state of 
Indiana and the NPS have also been helpful. Land and 
Water Conservation Funds have been allocated through 
Indiana DNR 


Portland 


The financing of greenways and open spaces in the 
Portland metropolitan region was jump: started by 
federal dollars in 1991. At chat come, Senator Hatfield 
secured $500,000 per year through the Fish and 
Wildlite Service (today that ammount 1s $200,000/year) 
The initial $500,000 was the key co building and 
increasing awareness within the public about open space 
protection The money was used for environmental 
education and habitat restoration activities. In the 
opinions of some, the $155.6 million bond measure of 
1995 only passed because of this initial funding and it 
educational impact The successful bond measure was the 
result of several years worth of work and simply spread: 


ing the word to the Portland metropolitan populavion. 
The first bond measure for $200 million, which failed 


in 1992, was not specific enough about what the people 
were getting for thei tax dollars 


In 1995 the “Campaign to Protect Open Space, 
Parks and Streams” was successful. There was a broader 
base of support, for example among the development 
community, and greater specificity about the exact 
natural areas and greenways needed for the region 
Of the $135.6 million, $25 million goes to local park 
providers to finance local projects in the three counties, 
21 cities and two park districts. Ninety one projects are 
included in this part of the project for local jurisdictions 
to create their own projects, from community gardens 
to wild land protection. In addition, fourteen regional 
areas are identified for protection and sx greenway 
trails, for a total of 111 sites scheduled for acquisition 
of improvement. It is estimated that of the 11! sites, 
one of them is within five minutes of each household 
in the region 

The Metro Council's purchase of land for the 14+6 
regional projects aims to be competitive in the private 
market Metro a cash buyer It will not have contin. 
gencies of re-roning or other complicanions to overcome 
before buying land ‘Due Diligence’ 1s the only thing 
necessary before purchases can be completed (including 
The important pount here » that Metro is situated to do 
land deals and to do them quickly. the money 1s waiting 
to be used The program also allows the purchase of 
easements, of water or timber nghes in land 
Summary of Funding 

In summary, attitudes toward funding differ across 
cases. as does the availability of funding However, just 
necessarily ensure a regyonal system's successful coord). 


nation. Likewwe, a lack of money does not necessarily 
predict that a greenway system is not feasible 
According to Wink Hastings at RTCA, “Don't worry 
about funding, make « plan and then implement the 
cary part of 14, stepping around the tougher issues” 
William Morrish at the Design Center for the 
American Urban Landscape (the Design Center is fund. 
ed partly by Dayton- Hudson) critiqued the way green 
ways are funded under cities capital budgets According 
to Professor Morrah, greenways are capital improve: 
ments that “need to be funded as a row and not a 
column.” In other words, the issue cuts across various 
spatial and social wsues that a city is dealing with in 
financing, planning and decision-making — from 
neighborhood revitalization, to connectivity, to security, 
to development, and elsewhere This approach encour 
ages a less parochial and more integrative approach in 
greenways, both in funding and in initial planning 


Policy and Legislative 
Environment 


A number of political und regulatory factors are 
important for the completion of greenway networks 
First, the adoption of the greenway plan itself us an 
important step. A more thorough study would need to 
be done to develop a cause and effect relationship, in 
terms of the impact of legal adoption on implementa 
tion success. In some cases, as shown at right, the plan 
us adopted into legal frameworks and in other cases 
it serves as a reguonal guideline or framework For 
instance, in Indianapolis the plan has been adopted by 
the Parks Board and Zoning Board and incorporated 
into the county-wide Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

In Chicago, the Northeastern Illinois Planning 
Commussion is an advisory planning agency and adop- 
tion of their plans by local jursdictions constitutes policy 
decisions. A non-regulatory perspective is taken in 
several cases. In Chattanooga, the plan is only a guide- 
line at this point. In Toronto, the overall Lake Ontario 
Greenway Strategy s not adopted in any legislative way 
into cach of thew planning and policy structures 
tation of a greenway system. Of the cases we studied. 
Portland's example is probably most comprehensive. in 
terms of a greenway initiative being strongly ned to 
other plans for growth management and land-use plan. 
nung, The Region 2040 growth concept. looking 50 
planning process will result in the Regional Framework 
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Plan in 1997 chat will set regional land-use policy. 
The plan will address the integration of land use, trans: 
portation, water, and open spaces. The Metropolitan 
Greenspaces Master Plan is tied very closely to the 
long-term plan and complemen the Urban Growth 
Boundary in place in the metropolitan Portland area. 
Other cities have complementary legislauion in place 
ot being developed to enhance or complement green: 
way networks. For instance, in Chicago a regional 
transportation plan is being developed that includes 
bicycle cravel, at least on a policy basis. No detailed 
bikeway system has been designed as yet_In Maryland, 
there is a long history of careful land use policy prior to 
the contemporary greenways movement. As in Oregon, 
there is a state-wide growth management law that man. 
dates county land-use planning, whereby each plan sub- 
mitted for approval must include protection of natural 
resources. A heritage bill is being considered in the 
state, which would further complement greenway 
objectives, in terms of historic interests. In addition, a 
state-wide Forest Conservation Act demands that every 
development of 100 acres or more have a forest conser- 


vation plan. In Toronto there is general legislation at 
the provincial level chat helps the greenway movement, 
for instance in Provincial planning acts regarding the 
environment, but the current government is weakening 


Ownership and Management 
In the cases we studied, many of the greenways are 


owned and managed at the local level chrough parks 
departments and other city and county government 
agencies, as shown in Table 8. This us true in Minneapolis, 
where the system us inherently decentralized and green. 
way segments are owned and managed by city and 
county governments. In Indianapolis, Indy Parks man- 
ages all of the greenway network and most of the land 
is in city ownership, with some in private ownership. 
(with easements for city use and maintenance). The 
maintenance of some Indianapolis corndors has been 
adopted by various groups, including Boy Scout troops 
and church groups. Safety along the trails has been 
addressed by hiring 13 depunes as full-cime Park Rangers. 
some of whom monitor safety along the trails by bike 
patrol. Chicago's greenway system has an infrastructure 
in place for ownership and management of greenways 
through its 150 Park Districts and six Forest Preserves. 
A maxture of ownership and management 1s found 
in Chattanooga. Maryland, Portland and Toronto In 
these cases, the eventual management of these lands 


seems to be more complicated and somewhat uncertain 
In Portland, for example, the rwenty regional parks and 
trails chat are to be acquired by Metro through Portland 
Greenspaces will not be managed by Metro necessarily, 
but by local jurisdictions of non-government organiza: 
tions, Some creat’ ¢ cooperative agreements will be 
needed in these cases. In Chattanooga, greenway seg: 
ments are (will be) owned primarily by local jurisdic: 
tions with some ownership by land trusts, the State of 
Tennessee and the Tennessee Valley Authority Manage: 
ment, as in most cases, is done by the respective owners. 


Similarly, in Maryland's greenway program, most of 
the greenways involve a variety of owners and combina- 
tion of public access areas, private parcels and areas of 
restricted access. Of Maryland's six million acres, the 
state owns and manages over 400,000 acres. County 
park systems are, of course, managed by the counties 
and many greenspace buffers by private citizens. Many 
of the counties do not have the resources to monitor 
all of the properties acquired through the greenways 
program. The Director of the Maryland Greenways 
program advocates regional management authorities 
to alleviate these concerns. In some cases, initial fund- 
ing for greenway acquisition is not authorized when it 
becomes apparent that management issues are not 
resolved at the outset. 


The Waterfront Regeneration Trust in Toronto has 
created some unique scenarios that link ownership and 
management for multiple benefits. Sometimes agreements 
are made with private industries for a waterfront trail 
easement, whereby a municipality maintains the trail, 
but industry provides the land. These are truly public- 
private partnerships that help solve competing financial 
demands of land ownership and land management. 


Conflicts and Barriers to 
Greenway implementation 


A minor amount of opposition to the greenway 
initiatives was reported by all of the interviewees. 
Several respondents, for instance from Portland and 
Chattanooga, attributed a phenomenal acceptance of 
the greenway concept to very early public involvement 
and education. Similarly, in Indianapolis, there is a 
good deal of community buy-in and acceptance. As in 
most places, there was an element of NIMBY sentiment 
in Indianapolis, but because citizens were involved in the 
process, 1 was not severe. A similar trend was seen across 
all cases — some level of opposition was found prior to 
greenway implementation but after the greenways were 
in place and people saw the positive results and benefits. 


there was greater acceptance for future projects. 
According to one greenway expert, potential conflices 
are often avoided by not ‘pushing’ reluctant citizens and 
landowners, For example, in Chattanooga, when a 
group or neighborhood expressed considerable concern, 
that area was delayed while other areas were pursued. 


In some cases opposing factions are not necessarily 
against the idea of a greenway, but want money appro- 
priated differently. Therefore, ISTEA funds are particu- 
larly valuable since they are designated specifically for 
jects. In Portland, other sources of friction came from 
the business community, where a “what's in it for me” 
attitude tended to prevail until business leaders became 
convinced of the benefits of the open space program. 
Oregonians had concerns about taking land off of the 
tax rolls, due to public acquisition. However, these 
effects will supposedly be offset by the increase in prop- 
erty values near the new parks and greenways. Beyond 
that, in all seven cases, conflicts arose when property 
rights were perceived to be threatened. In addition, 
respondents in Toronto and Maryland pointed out the 
conflicting objectives and values of recreation and 
nature preservation, leading to conflicting project goals. 

Although greenways do not always include trails, 
when they do controversy is likely. Trails are often con- 


tentious. As one interviewee put it, trails represent 

"lines on a map that can cause people to freak our,” 
Rural residents are often opposed to urban people 
using trails in their areas because of the fear of crime 
and other negative effects. This issue was mentioned 
in reference to the greenway systems in Chicago, 
Minneapolis and Maryland. 

As other studies have shown, there is often the 
need for rural populations impacted by greenways to 
understand their benefits, In Chicago, according to one 
interviewee, the power of positive information was 
demonstrated when a rail corridor proposal resulted in 
a positive and supportive public hearing, where a nega- 
tive reaction was anticipated as crowds gathered before 
the meeting. In another Northeastern Illinois example 
— the Fox River Trail near Elgin and Geneva, Illinois 
— many of the local residents were originally opposed 
to the project, but have now come to embrace it. The 
waterfront area has been significantly enhanced since 
the trail implementation. Several respondents empha- 
sized that if project planners can contact landowners 
before they feel threatened, then the process evolves 
more smoothly. Several studies have documented the 
positive citizen and landowner perceptions of greenways 
that have been implemented (Moore et al., 1992; 
National Park Service, 1991). 
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What are the key patterns that emerge from 
the seven case study examples? This chapter 
summarizes these patterns around three inter- 
related themes — key ingredients, challenges 
and strategic trends, First, it is useful to pon- 
der why public ideas are so difficult to imple 
ment. Quayle (1995) presents a number of 
road-blocks to getting things done, from her 
experience with the Vancouver, British 
Columbia greenway project. These include a 
culture of conformity and compliance, the 
political and bureaucratic fear of change and 
the unknown, a lack of a sustainable vision 
for the city and visual, social and ecological 
illiteracy. She emphasizes that implementing 
ideas in the city requires hurdling, avoiding 
or breaking these road blocks through a 
number of strategies: 1) reviving citize “hip, 
2) building partnerships, 3) making big 
moves, 4) making small moves and trial offer- 
ings, 5) modelling after nature and beauty, 
and 6) educating for community-based literacy 
In our interviews, we found that greenway 
advocates and planners were mindful of some 
of the same themes in implementation success, 
as detailed below. 


Key Ingredients: What does 
it take? 


Commitment and Leadership 


There is, of course, no cookie cutter approach chat can 
ensure the success of a greenway system, nor would we 
want one However, there are some common ingredients 
in the cookie dough: commitment, grassroots support, 
strong leadership, a plan of action, education and. yes. 
money! According to our interviewees, che biggest factor 
seems to be commitment, | money. The people we 
spoke with talked at length about commitments affiliated 


with their respective projects — by public agencies. 
frends groups, and influential individuals 


Grassroots support is the hallmark of the greenways 
movement. However, citizens commitment is not 
enough. Physical implementation is a hybrid of grass 
roots and ‘higher support. Elected officials must youn 
in to deliver the physical reality of a greenway system 
Beyond that, the determination and motivation of a 
leader is critical; local organizers need to bring in key 
political leaders and continue to demonstrate the lead. 
ership throughout the life of the project This leadership 
can then provide the structure for people to quickly 
and creatively make the greenway vision become realicy 
Out of that commitment by various individuals and 


groups, another important ingredient emerges 
a plan of action agreed upon by these various parties 


Education and Public Participation 


Education and involvement of the public seems to 
be one of the most successful tools for greenway imple. 
mentation. It generates public commitment and helps 
minimize reactionary opposition. Several of the cities 
we studied relied heavily on education as a means of 
getting projects accepted and funded. In Portland, by 
educating the public about the benefits of protecting 
resources, the region was able to rally support for public 
funding. And in Chattanooga, educating and involving 
the people about the public process ultimately resulted 
in successful greenway implementation. among other 
benefits. It 1s important to recognize that these projects 
take a long time to complete. Therefore. patience 
becomes another asset. Quayle (1995) puts it well in 
her article on implementation politics in Vancouver. 
British Columbia. “The process has indicated the need 
for poking and prodding. nudging and needling unt! 
the ideas are implemented © 


Challenges 


Cooperation 

Regardless of the institutional structure or the size of 
the greenway vision, lack of coordination among agencies 
and organizations seems to be the biggest impediment 
to effective and timely implementation. In many cases. 
just getting different departments and personnel within 
the same city or county to work together 1s an enormous 
challenge. An anecdote that one respondent used helps 
illustrate this phenomenon. Plans were being presented 
by two different departments at a city hearing on the 
same day, neither aware of the other. One plan was for 
storm water retention and the other for a greenway and 


both dealt with the same geographic area. These groups 
obviously had mutually beneficial concerns, yet were not 
communicating in a unified way. 

Governance Simultaneous 
With Local Scale Work 


In many places, the lack of a regional governance 
structure seems to be an enormous barrier, A regional 


greenway network needs, by definition, a real commit: 
ment to regional planning and, in many cases, to growth 
management. Where these priorities do not exist, green: 
way networks are more difficult. Furthermore, low public 
understanding of ecological values and development 
issues exacerbates the challenge. This is where the educa- 
tional objective becomes critical, as promoted above. 


In addition, the large size of metropolitan greenway 
systems ts a challenge in cerms of public awareness and 
trouble visualizing an abstract land-use or geographic 
idea at a metropolitan scale. Breaking projects down into 
cific corridors or local resources can help people get 
invested in a bigger vision. Several of the seven cities 
have done just that: Portland identified 14 target natural 
areas and 6 trails and greenways projects in order to 
provide citizens an opportunity to see potential invest- 
ments; Indianapolis broke its network into 14 specific 
corndors, Chattanooga's program is organized around 
7 corndors, and Toronto divided the waterfront into 14 
landscape units. Subsequently, idencifying greenway pri- 
orities at che small-scale, local level is a logical follow-up. 
local jurisdictions develop ‘feeder’ trails is the key to get- 
first concern is providing better local non-motorized 
transportation for their own citizens. They often need 
to see those local possibilities before buying into larger 


Financing 

Funding 1s always a challenge, although not necessarily 
ing sources are preferable and that money follows good 
ideas. In its query of officials in charge of successful con- 
servation programs, the Trust for Public Land compiled 
the following advice on funding (GreenSense, Autumn 
1995) and each point is relevant here: 
@ POSITION THE PROGRAM AS BIPARTISAN AND NON- 


PARTISAN — TRANSCEND PARTY AFFILIATIONS. (A 
STRATEGY USED SUCCESSFULLY IN PORTLAND.) 


RESPOND TO LEGITIMATE CONCERNS. 
(IN MARYLAND, THE BOARD OF REALTORS CRO 
SUCCESSFULLY ARGUED POR AN 

EXEMPTION FOR FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYERS FROM 
THE STATE § REAL ESTATE TRANSFER TAX, THE 
LUCRATIVE FUNDING SOURCE FOR PROGRAM 
OPEN SPACE.) 


@ BE ACCOUNTABLE; SHOW SOLID PACTS ABOUT 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND SAY HOW YOU WILL SPEND 
THE MONEY, THEN REPORT HOW YOU SPENT IT 
(ANOTHER CRITICAL FACTOR IN PORTLAND 56 
SUCCESS STORY.) 


@ CHOOSE PROJECTS THAT LEVERAGE PUBLIC FUNDS. 
DEMONSTRATED USE OF PUBLIC DOLLARS AS SERD 
MONEY TO GROW PARTNERSHIPS 1S APPEALING IN 
TODAY'S CLIMATE OF CAREFUL SPENDING. 


@ INVOLVE WILLING SELLERS. PRIVATE LAND 
CONSERVATION GROUPS PLAY CRITICAL 
INTERMEDIARY ROLES IN WORKING OUT 
WIN-WIN ARRANGEMENTS. 


@ NURTURE STRONG COALITIONS. FIND AND KEEP 
FRIENDS. 


Strategic Trends 


Public-Private Partnerships 

Everywhere one looks in the arena of civic life, the 
idea of public-private partnerships for problem-solving 
is promoted and practiced. Greenways are no different 
and, in fact, thrive on a mix of involvement by both 
public agencies and private partners. Especially as the 
positive economic impacts of open space protection and 
development become clear, the private world is inclined 
to cooperate and participate in greenway developments. 
A consistent theme among the professionals interviewed 
for this report was chat the future of the greenway move- 
ment is in working more closely with the development 
industry, with the corporate world, and with the private 
philanthropic community. In some cases, a lack of coor- 
disadvantaged greenway efforts. 
Multiple Objectives 

The future of the greenway movement depends, it 
seems, on an expansion of objectives and integration 
the multiple benefits of greenways are being promoted 
and advertised. At the same time, much of the fuel 
behind greenway efforts has historically come from the 
parks and recreation fields. This is changing. In the cases 
we studied, a prominent theme was integration, exhibit- 
ed in two main ways — socially and ecologically. First, 
some of the most exciting greenway efforts have a social- 
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ly responsive purpose, In fact, they are being 
implemented because of the positive effects on 
disadvantaged populations through neighborhood 
revitalization, employment opportunities, educa- 
tional programs, and involvement of urban youth. 
In the opinion of one respondent, the key factor to 
the success of Chattanooga's project was the focus 
on social and cultural revitalization — an area of 
high community interest. Through this effort, 
citizens learned of empowerment in civic life. 
Secondly, the multiple objectives of land-use 
planning and growth management are increasingly 
important stimuli for greenway development. Part 
of the challenge in this regard is the perennial issue 
of defining greenways. Much of the restoration 
work, both in and outside urban areas, is broader 
than greenways themselves. According to one of our 
respondents, the parochial parks and recreation 
focus of the greenway movement is part of the 
problem. He tries to achieve more than one result 


per greenway project, so that when people ask 
about greenways they will automatically assume 
that other issues have been dealt with in the process, 
such as habitat protection and water quality. The 
efforts of Hennepin Community Works in the 
Minneapolis region is a wonderful example of 
this type of approach. 

Having these other objectives front and center in 
the greenway planning process is vitally important. 
Portland demonstrated this by tying their open 
space program to the issue of growth management 
and the protection of natural habitat. And in 
Toronto, natural features anc hioregions have 
motivated the greenway vision. The linkage of 
greenway planning to other watershed planning 
issues is becoming more widespread, although rarely 
implemented along those lines, due to jurisdictional 
boundaries. One respondent in Chicago stated that 
a watershed approach has been implicit in their 
process, but not so much at the plan's inception. 
In the last three or four years, their awareness of 
urban watersheds has been elevated (via storm water 
management plans), but this awareness is not yet 
tied to smaller scale greenway plans. He called this 
the ‘new frontier for urban greenway planning. 
Natural feature protection and restoration will, 
like the restoration of neighborhoods and jobs, 
be central to successful implementation strategies 


for urban greenways. 


Directions for 
Future Research 


There are a number of directions that this 
research could take in order to expand on what 
is shown here. First, it would be useful to gain 
a better depth of understanding about the seven 
metropolitan regions that are the focus of this 
study. In particular, this study suffered somewhat 
from a lack of first hand experience in the various 
cities and individual greenway sites. Site visits would 
give more substance and depth to the analysis, 
especially by focusing more closely on specific 
factors — for instance financing or management. 
It would also be useful to take a temporal approach, 
by looking at the continued evolution of these 
projects into the future. For instance, for these 
seven cities, does the greenway vision last? Is their 
momentum for implementation sustainable? What 
are the outcomes or impacts on the community, in 
terms of ecological, social or economic integrity? 

While the previous ideas relate to project depth, 
it might also be important to expand in terms of 
breadth. For instance, it would be informative to 
take a wider sample of cities in other parts of 
North America; cities with other constraints and 
opportunities. A more robust and reliable set of 
implementation models could be created by 
increasing the geographic and cultural scope. 
In summary, there is a lot more to learn about 
effectively creating greenway networks. 
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Amerncan River Greenway, Sacramento, ( alitornis 
Austin, Texas 

Capital Cry Greenways, Raleigh, North Carolina 
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Hudson River Valley, New York 

Indianapolis. Indiana 

Mill Creek Streamway Park, Kansas 
Minneapolu, Minnesota 

Northeastern Illinow Region, Chicago. Illnow 
Ortawa, Ontario, Canada 


i 


San Francisco Bay, California 

Southeast Tennessee River Valley, Chattanooga. Tennessee 
Southeastern Wisconsin, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
State of Plonda 

State of Maryland 

Toronto, Ontano, Canada 

Washington DC metropolitan area 

West Windsor Township, New Jersey 
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Jim Bowen 

Vice President 

River Valley Partner 

One Cencral Plaza, Suite 500 
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Landscape Architect 

National Park Service 

510 West Wisconsin, Rm. $00 
Milwaukee, WI $4202 


Will Abberger 
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Trust for Public Land 
SE Regional Office 
306 NE Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 


Charles Flink, ASLA 

President 

Greenways Incorporated 

121 Edinburgh South, Suite 107 
Park 


Cary, NC 27511 


Chicago, Hlinots 


Richard Mariner 

Manager of Land Resources 
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222 5. Riverside Plaza, suite 1800 
Chicago. IIlinon 60606 


Ders Anderson 

Greenways Director 
Chicago Openlands Project 
220 South State, surte | 880 
Chicago, IL 60604 


Bob Espeseth 

Professor Emeritus 

University of Ihnon 

Dept of Recreation and Tournm Development 
104 Huff Hall 

1206 South 4th 


Champaign, IL 61820 


Wink Hastings 

Landscape Architect 

National Park Service 

310 West Wisconsin, Rm $00 
Milwaukee, W1 $3202 


Indianapolis, IN 46208-4999 


Sandra Washington 
Outdoor Recreation Planner 
National Park Service 

1709 Jackson Street 
Omaha, NE 68102-2513 


1800 North Kent Serwet, Suite | 120 
Arlington, VA 22209 


420 North Fifth Servet, Suite 865 
Minneapolis, MN $540! 


Susan Overson 
Outdoor Recreation Planner 


National Park Service 
175 Bast Fifth Sereet, Suite 418 
St. Paul, MN $$101-290) 


Florence Myvlayek 
Outdoor Recreation Planner 
Metropolitan Council 


Mears Park Centre, 230 East Fifth Sereer 


St. Paul, MN 55101 


Wilham Morrish 
Director 
Design Center for Amencan Urban Landscape 
Uneversity of Minnesota 
1313 Fifth Sereet SE, Suite 222 
Minneapolis, MN $541 4-1 546 


Portland, Oregon 


Jim Desmond 
Manager, Open Space Program 
Metro 


600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97252-27% 


Ron Klein 

Thabrlic Affaire Spec salen 
Metro 

600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97252.27% 


Toreate, Ontario CANADA 


Susanne Barrett 

Director of Environmental Studies 
Watertront Regeneration Trust 
207 Queen's Quay West, Suite 580 
Toronto M5} 1A7 


Charles Plink, ASLA 

Premdent 

Greenways Incorporated 

121 Edinburgh South, Suite 107 
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Cary, NC 27511 


4” Appendec es 


Appendix C Case Study Reference Material 


( hattanooge 
Chattanooga Reborn. Land and People. San Prancisco, CA: Trust for Public Land, Fall 1995, pp 2-7 
Chattanooga Regronal Greenway Handbook Atlanta, GA National Park Service, 1992 

Chattanooga Regional Greenway Map Atlanta, GA National Park Service, 1992 

Greenway: for the Southeast Tenneuce Riwer Valley Atlanta, GA National Park Service, 1995 


Chicago 


Bicycle and Pedewran Project in Northeastern Mlimou, Frcal Year 1995-95 Report Chicago. II 
Northeastern Ilhinow Planning Commission, 1995 


Gobeter, Paul Ho “Percepnion and Use of a Metropolitan Greenway Syiem for Recreation’ Landscape and 
Urban Planning 53, (1995) 401-415 


Northeastern Illinou Repronal Greenway Plan Chicago. IL Northeastern IIhnow Planning Common and 
Openilands Project, 1992 


Northeastern limon Regional Greenway Man. Map of (oreenway Opportunities and Lercutive Summary 
Chicago, IL: Northeastern Iilinow Planning Commuson and Opentand Project. 1992 


State of the Greenway: Report A Report on Implementation of the Norbteastern Ilbonon Greenway Man 
Chicago, IL: Northeastern Illinow Planning Cormmussion and Openlands Proyect. 1994 


Rendeni Use and Perception of the Chicago and Calumet River Chicago Ravers Demonstravion Project 
Milwaukee, WI: National Park Service, Rails, Trail. Conservation and Planning. 1995 


Indianapolis 


Greenway Funding \ndianapolis, |N: Indy Parks, 1996 
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